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A THEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL ASSESSMENT OP THE CHRISTOLOGY OP 
NESTORIUS IN THE CONTEXT OP HIS TIMES 
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A Thesis f o r the Degree of 11.A 
A THEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL ASSESSMENT OF THE CHRISTOLO&Y OP NESTQRIUS IN 
THE CONTEXT OF HIS TIMES 
The Reverend Graham Hendy B.A. Abstract of Thesis of M.A. 
The P a t r i a r c h Nestorius was condemned as an h e r e t i c a t the Councils of 
Ephesus and Chalcedon. ~ During the l a s t century, following the rediscovery of 
many of h i s writings, several important scholars have examined h i s case* Their 
conclusions have varied considerably; on the whole they have been too kind 
to him. 
This t h e s i s begins by examining the l i f e of N-storius to put the 
controversies i n context* I n p a r t i c u l a r , the question of whether he was s t i l l 
a l i v e a t the time of Chalcedon i s examined; also the length of time he spent 
i n e x i l e . C ertainly he was a l i v e u n t i l shortly before the Council met, but 
that i s a l l we can say with c e r t a i n l y * 
Following t h i s discussion, the h i s t o r i c a l reasons f o r the condemnation 
of Nestorius are treated. The p o l i t i c a l and s o c i o l o g i c a l controversies between 
Alexandria, Constantinople, Rome, Antioch and Jerusalem are examined, together 
with the differences between the Antiochene and Alexandrian schools of theology. 
Personality and group c o n f l i c t s no doubt played t h e i r part, but could not have 
le d to Nestorius* condemnation on t h e i r own. 
A major section of the t h e s i s i s concerned with the Christology of the 
main theological schools. Their concepts are examined and the variations 
among individual representatives of the Antiochene school p a r t i c u l a r l y are 
examined. A l l t h i s helps to set Nestorius* work i n context. 
After a short c r i t i c a l chapter on the l i t e r a r y h i s t o r y of Nestorius' 
writings, including references to Abramowski's recent work on a dual-authorship 
hypothesis of the Book of Heracleides, we turn to Nestorius' own thought and 
vocabulary* The conclusion reached suggests that although Nestorius' 
intentions were good, and that he rendered good service by safeguarding the 
humanity of C h r i s t , he ended up i n a cul-de-sac, when i t cams to establishing 
the unity of C h r i s t ' s person i n the Prosopon* We also conclude that the Book 
of Heracleides did l i t t l e or nothing to help h i s case* 
A THEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL ASSESSMENT OP THE CHRISTOLOGY OF NESTORIUS 
IN THE CONTEXT OF HIS TIMES. 
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Chapter.One 
CONTROVERSY AND TRA&BDY: A BRIEF SKETCH OF THE L I E S OF 
NESTORIUS. BISHOP OF CONSTANTIMOPIiE 
'There are few more in t e r e s t i n g figures on the great canvass of the his t o r y 
of C h r i s t i a n Doctrine than that of the learned, eloquent, and austerely r e l i g i o u s 
abbot of the monastery of Euprepius outside the c i t y of Antioch, c a l l e d un-
expectedly to the see of Constantinople, l i k e a second Chrysostom; eagerly 
setting to work to make the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h a r e a l i t y i n the l i f e of the c a p i t a l 
of the Empire; suddenly charged with h e r e t i c a l teaching and involved i n a 
merciless doctrinal controversy;, deposed from h i s bishop r i c k , excommunicated, 
deserted by friends who r e a l l y shared h i s b e l i e f s , banished to a remote spot i n 
the deserts of Egypt, dying i n e x i l e . ' 
This i s how J.F.Bethune-Baker opened a work 1 published over s i x t y years ago 
marking an important change i n the history of Nestorian research and c r i t i c i s m * 
The l i t e r a r y discoveries which made such an impact at that time w i l l be reviewed 
i n a l a t e r chapter. For the moment i t i s necessary to note i n passing the 
biographical context of the Book of Heracleides and the correspondence between 
the P a t r i a r c h and other important figures of h i s time, omitting f o r the moment 
t h e i r l i t e r a r y - c r i t i c a l and textual importance. 
Very l i t t l e i s known of Nestorius' e a r l y l i f e , but i t i s thought that he 
2 
was born and reared i n Germanicia which i s i n the d i s t r i c t of the Euphrates. 
He remained under the j u r i s d i c t i o n of the P a t r i a r c h of Antioch when he was -
ordained p r i e s t and entered the monastery of Euprepius. I t appears that he was 
extremely fervent and might be accused of obduracy or even fanaticism. He was 
a great extempore preacher at the Cathedral of Antioch and may have been as 
'golden-mouthed' as S.John, whose see of Constantinople he was to hold b r i e f l y . 
at a l a t e r date. I n many ways the l i v e s of the two men have t h e i r p a r a l l e l s . 
His enemies accused him i n s i m i l a r vein of pride i n eloquence and hasty remarks, 
but t h i s was no doubt a cover f o r t h e i r c r i t i c i s m of the content. Indeed they 
used the same r h e t o r i c a l methods as Nestorius did when they so desired - though 
perhaps not so e f f e c t i v e l y . 
A c o l l e c t i o n of the sermons of Nestorius was published over a period and 
4 
must have spread further, a f i e l d than the confines of Antioch. .. I t may have 
been the reading of these which won him the fav:ouir of the Emperor, f o r l i k e the 
young Chrysostom, a t f i r s t he enjoyed the patronage of the Court, though with 
5 
both, t h i s was short l i v e d . G-.L.Prestige compares the two patriarchs, whose 
2 
conseorations were separated only by a matter of t h i r t y years. He says that 
Nestorius was i n many ways extremely l i k e * i n other ways extremely unlike, John. 
Both were monks, both hai l e d from Antiooh, both were great preachers, both were 
devout, able and d i l i g e n t . But Nestorius had a deeper speculative and i n t e l l -
e c t u a l i n t e r e s t i n theology - 'a touch of that b r i l l a n t d i a l e c t i c a l i n q u i s i t i v e -
ness which so intensely i r r i t a t e s the moralists and statgmen against the 
7 i n t e l l e c t u a l s . ' 
Nevertheless a t the i n s t i g a t i o n of the Emperor he was consecrated Bishop of 
Q 
Constantinople i n A p r i l 428. He i s reported to have s a i d to h i s patron: 
'Imperial Majesty, give me the land purged of h e r e t i c s , and I will, give you 
heaven in. return: a s s i s t me i n destroying the her e t i c s and I w i l l help you 
obliterate the Persians.' 
True to h i s word i t was only f i v e days a f t e r h i s consecration that, learning 
an Arian chapel was s t i l l i n existence, he began to p u l l i t down. I n f a c t the 
Arians themselves completed the process and more besides, f o r they s e t f i r e to 
the remains and burnt down a l o t of other buildings; y et i t was Nestorius who 
9 
gained the nickname 'Pyromaniao' or 'Firebrand'. Nevertheless he was supported 
i n h i s campaign by the Emperor who a t h i s request issued a harsh law making the 
penalties f o r heresy even more extreme Nestorius then began a systematic 
attack against the Novatians, the Quartodecimans, and the Macedonians. Like 
Chrysostom he attacked loose l i v i n g and thus made many enemies i n addition to 
those be inherited by the mere f a c t of being an Antiochene and the holder of the 
See of New Rome.11 
The f i r s t major controversy concerned the use of the term 0£o-ro KO$ and 
Nestorius' reaction to that use. Obviously i t already had c i t i z e n r i g h t s a t 
12 
Alexandria but. possibly i t had only j u s t been introduced a t Constantinople. 
Bethune-Baker compares the growth of i t s use to that of opeo£**a<; , 1 5 but there 
was one great difference because the l a t t e r was a technical term imposed on, 
though unused by, the common people. On the other hand QfcoroKef was a term 
of popular devotion. Nestorius and h i s associates attacked i t not so much 
because of growing pi e t y towards the Blessed V i r g i n Mary, but because there were 
doctrinal implications involved. I t seemed that the humanity of Jesus C h r i s t 
was not being s u f f i c i e n t l y safeguarded - ' t h i s was a subtle danger that needed 
to be exposed. So Nestorius was forced into the position of one who brings 
14 
technical objections against a popular term.' 
5. 
There seems to he some difference of opinion as to how the dispute began, 
but Nestorius probably did not spark i t off. His views were i n any case more 
moderate than those of the presbyter Anastasius, whom, according to Socrates, 
he had brought with him from Antioch and whom he permitted to preach against 
the t i t l e &eoro«os i n November 428. 1 5 
Nestorius himself began a course of sermons on Christmas Day which continued 
u n t i l spring 429, i n which he was able to rebut the l o c a l attacks of Eusebius 
( l a t e r Bishop of Dorylaeum) and Proclus (who was to succeed him a f t e r a short 
i n t e r v a l i n the See of Constantinople). I t i s c l e a r that Nestorius was not 
aware of the f u l l t r a d i t i o n which sanctioned the use of t h i s term, f o r even i n 
16 
the Book of Heracleides he asked: 
' F i r s t prove unto us that the fathers c a l l e d her the mother of G-od or that 
God the Word was born i n f l e s h or that he was bora at a l l and a t the same 
time both suffered and died and rose, and explain unto us how they say that 
God suffered and rose. But i f i t had surely been fabricated by thee, and 
thou a r t calumniating the fathers, how can anyone without doubt admit the 
r e s t of these things? For thou hast made them a l l doubtful, because thou 
hast not s a i d those things which the fathers have s a i d but hast changed 
even the very term.' 
This was i n answer to C y r i l ' s affirmation that 'we have found that the holy 
fathers thought thus and that they thus Were confident i n c a l l i n g the holy v i r g i n 
17 
the mother of God. Thus we say that he both suffered and rose.' 
As a r e s u l t he was f e l t by C y r i l to be a cricuvl**** o?*ov^eviKov. 1 8 
19 
F i r s t , C y r i l sent h i s e n c y c l i c a l Ad Monachos Aegypti. Without even quest-
ioning Nestorius, he c i r c u l a t e d reports that he was a heretic and sent l e t t e r s 
20 
to the Emperor's s i s t e r and other o f f i c i a l s a t Court. The evidence of wide-
spread, bribery i s found i n the l e t t e r of C y r i l ' s archdeacon Epiphanius to 
21 
Maximianus (who was to succeed Nestorius a t Constantinople). 
Nestorius explained that he found the dispute already begun when he 
arrived a t Constantinople, and h i s affirmations are made both i n the Book of 
Heracleides, i n the Tragoedia, and i n a l e t t e r to John of Antioch written i n 
22 
December 430. The disputants could not decide whether Mary should be c a l l e d 
8toTo*o£ or «*v y^wTToT-oKo^ , x n order to decide the matter he had suggested 
/ 25 
the use of the term Xgiv-lofoKoj. We have to ask when Nestorius a c t u a l l y took 
t h i s action. Was i t i n h i s ' f i r s t sermon on the 0eoTc,»j' which may date from 
24 
the end of 428 or possibly at the beginning of 429? Unfortunately f o r t h i s 
theory the term XgurroTBtfcf does not occur i n the fragments of t h i s sermon.^ 
Apparently the two pa r t i e s which c a l l e d each other •Manicheans' and 'Photinians* 
4. 
a r r i v e d a t his palace and asked him to a r b i t r a t e . He soon r e a l i s e d that 
neither side was h e r e t i c a l i n the sense each was using i t s terminology and i t 
was then that he suggested the alternative term X g i r w o «©$. Thus 
according to Nestorius the controversy would have been s e t t l e d , but f o r the 
faot that C y r i l interfered. I n the Book of Heracleides he goes on to attribute 
the magnification of the controversy to the action of those who were disappoint-
ed over the e l e c t i o n , and the partisans of C y r i l who wanted bribes which he 
did not give, and who also wanted to d i s c r e d i t him over the question of c e r t a i n 
27 
Alexandrians who had brought complaints about C y r i l to Constantinople* 
28 
Loofs draws three points from t h i s account. F i r s t , Nestorius s a i d he 
advised the two groups i n h i s own home* This i s confirmed i n h i s ' f i r s t Bermon 
/ 29 
on OtoroKo^, This i s important because i t r e l a t e s to the second point. 
Nestorius affirmed that he would allow both terms equally although he advised 
XfJLffToroicoj; yet i n the sermon (preserved i n large fragments) he seemed to d i s -
allow 0eoTota>^ t o t a l l y , and he was continually accused of refusing to give Mary 
SO 
that t i t l e . Even John of Antioch i n August of the f ollowing year asked him 
S i 
to y i e l d on t h i s point, and i t i s i n reply to him that Nestorius wrote the 
l e t t e r already mentioned above* However i f we accept the statement of Nest-
orius at i t s face value, i t seems that, when passing judgement i n camera, he 
was prepared to allow the term GtoTateoj as tolerable. This i s confirmed by 
52 
hi s reply to John of Antioch. Also when he wrote h i s f i r s t l e t t e r to 
Caelestine, Bishop of Rome, he s t i l l allowed the term when r i g h t l y understood -
55 
1 the term may be tolerated*. Yet he was a f r a i d that the term, which he had 
not found i n the fathers, was l i a b l e to lead to misunderstanding and heresy 
54 
and so he undoubtedly opposed i t . Nevertheless i n a sermon preached i n the 
spring 429 he affirmed: ' I f you w i l l use the term GGOTOKOJ with simple f a i t h , 
55 
i t i s not my custom to grudge i t you.' And i n a rather l a t e r sermon he was 
able to say: ' I have a l r e ^ y repeatedly declared that i f anyone of you or 
anyone else be simple and has a preference f o r the term Gtomco^ , then I have 
nothing to say against i t - only do not make a Goddess of the v i r g i n (&>w).* 
57 
Meanwhile Caelestine of Rome began to ask questions. Nestorius explained 
hi s position quite c l e a r l y i n h i s f i r s t two l e t t e r s to the Bishop of Rome 
58 
written i n e i t h e r the summer of 428 or spring 429: 
'There are even some of our clergy, some of them merely ignorant, but others 
with conscious h e r e t i c a l intent, who openly blaspheme God the Word, con-
substantial with the Father, representing Him as having received His f i r s t 
o r i g i n from the V i r g i n Mother of C h r i s t . . . . i n speaking of the d e i f i c a t i o n 
of the f l e s h and i t s t r a n s i t i o n to Godhead they rob both f l e s h and Godhead 
5. 
of t h e i r r e a l nature. But t h i s i s not a l l . They dare to t r e a t the V i r g i n 
Mother of C h r i s t as i n some kind of way divine* l i k e God.... I f however 
anyone j u s t i f i e s t h i s t i t l e Mother of God because of the conjunction with 
God the Word of the manhood that was born, and not because of the mother, 
then I say that t h i s t i t l e i s not suitable f o r her, f o r a r e a l mother must 
be of the same substance as that which i s born of her: yet the application 
of the term to her i s tolerable on one ground only, v i z that the temple of 
God the Word which i s inseparable from Him was derived from her - not that 
she h e r s e l f was the Mother of God the Word.' 
The same so r t of thing i s repeated i n the second l e t t e r sent at the same time 
59 
together with copies of some of h i s sermons.. There was however some delay 
because Rome did not have available t r a n s l a t o r s to examine the Greek o r i g i n a l , 
and Caelestine wrote to Alexandria asking f o r further information, on the matter. 
I n June 429 C y r i l sent h i s f i r s t l e t t e r to Nestorius, the f i r s t p a rt of 
40 
which i s quoted i n the Book of Heracleides. Nestorius was prepared to reply 
peacefully to t h i s . What then caused the outburst? I t was, according to 
Loofs, to be found i n the t h i r d point which can be drawn from the account i n the 
• Book of Heracleides, that the intrigues of C y r i l were l a r g e l y responsible, i n 
the general context of i n t e r p a t r i a r c h a l r i v a l r i e s . We have already noted the 
passage i n which Nestorius t e l l s of accusations made against C y r i l i n Constant-
41 
inople. Loofs Bays: ' C y r i l i s regarded by Nestorius as having framed the 
dogmatic controversy f o r no other reason than to keep these accusations i n the 
42 
background.' Loofs provided evidence by pointing to a l e t t e r w ritten by 
C y r i l to h i s c l e r i c a l agents i n Constantinople: 
' I had t i l l now no quarrel with him and wish him betterment; but f o r 
supporting my enemies he shall give answer before God. No wonder i f the 
d i r t i e s t persons of the c i t y , Chairemon, Victor and others, speak i l l of 
me* May he, who i n c i t e s them, l e a r n that I have no f e a r s about a journey 
or about answering them. Often the providence of the Saviour brings i t 
about that l i t t l e things cause a synod to be held, through which h i s Church 
i s p u r i f i e d . But even i f others and honourable men should accuse me on 
hi s i n s t i g a t i o n - that wretched man s h a l l not hope that he can be my judge. 
I w i l l withstand him, i f I come thither, and i t i s Ke who s h a l l answer f o r 
e r r o r . 1 45 
' I f he possesses the r i g h t f a i t h , then s h a l l be made the most perfect and 
firmest peace* I f he longs f o r that, l e t him compose an orthodox confess-
ion of f a i t h and send i t to Alexandria Then, I too, .... w i l l publish 
a writing and declare that nobody s h a l l reproach oVi,e of my fellow-bishops 
beoause of h i s words - so I s h a l l say - are r i g h t l y meant.'44 
1 received and read the p e t i t i o n you sent me, which, a f t e r having received 
my consent, i s purposed f o r presentation to the Emperor. But since i t 
contains various complaints against my brother there - or what s h a l l I c a l l 
him? - I kept i t back f o r the time, l e s t he should reproach you saying: you 
accused me as a heretic before the Emperor. But I composed another p e t i t i o n , 
i n which I declined to be judged by him, pointing to h i s enmity and proposing 
that....the judgements be handed over to other o f f i c i a l s . Read t h i s p e t i t i o n , 
and present i t , i f need be* And i f yew see that he continues to scheme 
against me and r e a l l y t r i e s to set a l l things agdnst me, write i t to me a t 
6. 
once* Then I s h a l l choose some wary and prudent men and send them as 
soon as possible* For, as i t i s written, I w i l l not give sleep to my 
eyes or slumber to mine eyelids t i l l I have f i n i s h e d the f i g h t f o r the 
salvation of a l l (Psalm 152,4).' 45 
This l a s t section, which i s missing from Marius Mercator's version, was 
held by Gamier and other scholars to be a supplement to the l e t t e r . Nestorius 
quoted i t a f t e r recounting h i s c l a s h with C y r i l ' s agents who had in t e r f e r e d 
with h i s Xgirroroicof judgement.^ Yet C y r i l wrote the main l e t t e r , preserved 
by Marius Mercator, a t the same time as h i s e p i s t o l a dogmatica (ad Nestor. I I ) 
i n January 450, though Nestorius knew that C y r i l admitted to c e r t a i n accusations 
before e i t h e r l e t t e r had been written. What i s more Nestorius gave no h i n t 
that he was quoting only part of a l e t t e r , and i t i s un l i k e l y he would have 
omitted the v i t r i o l i c remarks i n the main l e t t e r i f i t had been attached to 
the 'supplement'. We may therefore conclude that the so-called 'supplement-
l e t t e r ' was a separate missive written as e a r l y as C y r i l ' s f i r s t l e t t e r to 
47 
Nestorius or even before. 
f 
Loof s concludes that C y r i l could have quite e a s i l y come to terms with 
N estorius over the dogmatic controversy ' i f he had not had, on account of the 
charges brought against himself, an i n t e r e s t i n d i s c r e d i t i n g him... Nestorius 
was not quite g u i l t l e s s , as he had been incautious i n h i s polemics against the 
<9eoTotcof, But i t does not seem to have been h i s f a u l t that he made an enemy 
of C y r i l . ' 4 8 
Nor i s i t r e a l l y h i s f a u l t that Rome began to side with Alexandria against 
49 
him. I t i s true that a f t e r he had sent h i s f i r s t l e t t e r s to Caelestine, 
he received i n the autumn (429) some Pelagian e x i l e s from the West. I t must 
be admitted that he wrote to the Bishop of Rome to ask f o r more information 50 51 about them. Bethune-Baker noted that he wrote as a brother bishop and 
Caelestine did not l i k e the word of Rome to be questioned* This was further 
f u e l to the f i r e which C y r i l ' s agents i n Rome had been s t i r r i n g up from the 
l a t e spring 429 u n t i l approximately the same time the following year, culmin-
ating i n the a r r i v a l of Poseidonius with C y r i l ' s l e t t e r to Caelestine together 
52 
with supporting documents. The c o n f l i c t r e a l l y began to grow intense* At 
the end of 429 B a s i l and h i s monks had petitioned the Emperor f o r a General 




Nestorius' reply, written i n Lent, i s more aggressive. I t i s about t h i s 
time that C y r i l sent out the l e t t e r s to the Court already mentioned.' 
7. 
I n f a c t the second l e t t e r of C y r i l to Nestorius i s quite moderate i n i t s 
approach-and reads strangely i n the l i g h t of phrases i n h i s l e t t e r to h i s 
agents sent about the same time* He passed l i g h t l y over the subject of the 
accusations made against him, and probably hoped a t t h i s stage that dogmatic 
agreement might avoid further disputation. He quoted the creed of Nioaea and 
56 
then went on to comment on i t : 
'For we do not affirm that the nature of the Word underwent a change and " 
became f l e s h , or that i t was transformed into a complete human being con-
s i s t i n g of soul and body; but rather t h i s , that the Word, having i n an 
ineffable and inconceivable manner personally K<*0 ' u~o<s-rc*.<ri^ united to 
himself f l e s h animated with l i v i n g soul, became man and was c a l l e d Son of 
Man, yet not of mere w i l l or favour, nor again by the simple assumption to 
himself of a human person, and that while the' natures which were brought 
together into t h i s true unity were diverse there was of both one C h r i s t and 
Son: not as though the diverseness of the natures were done away by t h i s 
union, but rather Godhead and Manhood completed f o r us the one'Lord and 
C h r i s t and Son by t h e i r unutterable and unspeakable concurrence into unity..., 
'We must not then divide the one Lord Jesus C h r i s t into two sons. To hold 
t h i s w i l l no wise contribute to soundness of f a i t h , even though some make a 
show of acknowledging ~.,a union of person(^oc-uirov BVUC<^). For Scripture 
does not say "that the Word united to himself the person of man, but that 
he became f l e s h . . But t h i s expression the Word became f l e s h i s nothing 
e l s e than that he became a partaker of f l e s h and blood, l i k e us and made 
our body h i s own, and came fo r t h a man of a woman, not casting aside h i s 
being God, and h i s having been begotten of God the Father, but even i n the 
assumption of f l e s h remaining what he was. 
'This i s the doctrine which s t r i c t orthodoxy everywhere prescribes. Thus 
s h a l l we f i n d the holy Fathers to have held. So did they make bold to 
c a l l the holy v i r g i n 9to-o«. of . Not as though the nature of the Word or 
h i s Godhead had i t s beginning from the holy V i r g i n , but forasmuch as h i s 
holy body, endued with a r a t i o n a l soul, was bom of her, to which Body also 
the Word was personally united, on t h i s account he i s s a i d to have been ' 
born a f t e r the f l e s h . 
'Thus writing even now out of love which I have i n C h r i s t , I entreat thee 
as a brother', and charge thee before C h r i s t , and the e l e c t angels, to hold 
and teach these things with us, that the peace of the Churches may be 
preserved', and that the bond of harmony and love between the priests of 
God may remain unbroken'. 
. -As can be seen, a one-sided use of C h r i s t o l o g i c a l terminology was already 
present and.it i s not surprising that i n spite of i t s c o n c i l i a t o r y tone, 
' 57 Nestorius r e a l i s e d the hidden force behind i t and answered sharply. His 
action would appear to be j u s t i f i e d , f or at the same time C y r i l was compiling 
h i s f i v e t r e a t i s e s against Nestorius, which.quoted and condemned adapted quot-
ations from .Nestorius' sermons* He then sent these documents translated into 
58 
L a t i n to the Bishop of Rome together with a covering l e t t e r . 
8 
That Rome, took up her position with Alexandria rather than with Antioch 
(Constantinople) i s perhaps explained i n part by..the f a c t that John Cassian 
59 had. already.,, before-the summer of 150, written seven books against Nestorius, 
' based on the four sermons sent f i r s t to Rome by Nestorius himself with h i s 
60 
f i r s t l e t t e r to Caelestine. The. prejudice which had been brought about by 
61 
the case of the Pelagians has been mentioned. Probably C y r i l ' s agents i n 
Rome had ensured that things went the r i g h t way, and t h i s rather than a lack 
of. translators explains...the delay of_Caelestine's. reply.- Interpreters there 
c e r t a i n l y were i n the persons of Poseidonius, a_deacon sent_with C y r i l ' s 
l a t e s t works., and John Cassian, whose assistance had been requested, by 
Archdeacon Leo. Cassian was already convinced that there was a heresy 
present connected with that of Pelagius, and as he was not a p a r t i c u l a r l y 
clear-sighted Christologioal scholar himself., he turned h i s task into a f u l l 
62 
censure of the accused, ably provoked by Poseidonius. ..Possibly i t was 
because he had j u s t been occupied with the Pelagian controversy that he-
allowed h i s recent preoccupations to overflow into the. new dispute. Certainly 
the evidence available about Nestorius had l i t t l e to do with Pelagianism. 
..In August Nestorius was condemned a t a Council i n Rome, and Caeles tin© 
65 
wrote to C y r i l i n s t r u c t i n g him to carry out the sentence. From t h i s time 
forward C y r i l was assured of Roman support whatever happened and he acted 
accordingly.- Caelestine also wrote to John of Antioch, Rufus of Thessalonica, 
64 
Juvenal of Jerusalem* and F l a v i a n of. P h i l i p p i to inform them of the decision. 
65 
He also wrote to Nestorius ..and ordered him to recant on the question of _ 
SeoroKoj within ten days or.else s u f f e r excommunication. C y r i l immediately 66 67 wrote to Juvenal of Jerusalem and John of Antioch to win t h e i r support, 68 
and John i n turn wrote to Nestorius and begged, him to submit.. Nestorius' 
69 
reply to John we have already noted. I n November he wrote h i s t h i r d l e t t e r 
to the Bishop of Rome7^ and again he allowed the use of the term QtoTo«o$ 
without i t s Apollinarian connotations. 
Theodosius I I and Valentinian I I I summoned a General Council to meet a t 
Ephesus a t Pentecost 451. Thus the r e l a t i v e l y minor, incident concerning a 
Mariological or Ch r i s t o l o g i c a l term had attained ecumenical proportions, but 
the dispute i s probably best described as the occasion rather than the cause. 
71 
of the c o n f l i c t which necessitated a council. However t h i s meant that the 
a f f a i r was.taken out of the-hands of l o c a l bishops and put before the judgement 
72 
of the Emperor and the whole episcopal college* 
9. 
C y r i l was not deterred by t h i s and c a l l e d a synod at Alexandria. He 
.th«n wrote i n the name of t h i s meeting h i s t h i r d l e t t e r to Nestorius, the 
75 
e p i s t o l a synodica with i t s 12 anathemas, which he sent to Nestorius with 
the Pope's l e t t e r . - -Nestorius was to accept within the prescribed l i m i t or 
suffer, the consequences*.. On 6 December Nestorius received C y r i l ' s l e t t e r , 
but Caelestine's sentence of excommunication could not be put into e f f e c t 
because of the Imperial L e t t e r convoking a General Synod at Ephesus. 
74 
The Third L e t t e r to Nestorius i s too w e l l known to be quoted a t length. 
I t upheld the hypostatic union (««(& unoo-Tdem/ ) • i t denied that the 
indwelling of C h r i s t was si m i l a r to that i n the s a i n t s ; i t refused.to accept 
words l i k e 'juxtaposition' or 'conjunction' as adequate to describe the union; 
i t denied that worship of the assumed could be separated from worship of the 
assumer; i t declared that God suffered impassibly i n the C r u c i f i e d Body; i t 
refused to separate the words of Jesus into those appropriate to e i t h e r nature; 
i t used the expression 'one incarnate person of the Word' {ynoe-r^a-e^ yi* .TJ r<fi> 
AO^OJ <rfc(r*pK'u^6-vij ) • a n a f i n a l l y i t upheld the term which occasioned the. 
dispute - $f«ToKos • The l e t t e r concluded with the 12 anathemas. 'Deliber-
a t e l y provocative, these anathemas summarise the C y r i l l i c Christology i n 
76 
uncompromising terms'... I t i s quite c l e a r that C y r i l did not mean Nestorius 
to accept them*. Indeed he speaks of them as 'the twelve A r t i c l e s which were 
written i r r e v e r e n t l y and shamefully against God the Word, immortal and 
77 
incorruptible • 
Now both sides began to prepare for b a t t l e and to e n l i s t the support of 
as many as possible. .  There followed a great spate of writing. On 15 and 14 
78 
December Nestorius preached two sermons ( X V I I I and XTX) and sent them, to ... 
79 
C y r i l with counter-anathemas* He r e p l i e d to John of Antioch and made sure 
of h i s support by informing him of C y r i l ' s anathemas. I n h i s turn John 
e n l i s t e d the support of Andrew of Samosota. and The o do r e t of Cyprus on the side 
of Nestorius; i n the outcome they proved firmer a l l i e s that John himself* 
80 
Meanwhile Cassian continued h i s polemic, and Marius Mercator wrote the 
81 
'Nestorii blasphemiarum cap i t u l a j based on the December sermons. C y r i l wrote 
82 
the 'Apologia contra Theodoreturn pro XI11 c a p i t i b u s 1 , as. w e l l as the 'Apologia 
85 
contra O r i e n t a l e s 1 , i n reply to Andrew, and 'Adversus N e s t o r i i blasphemias 
84 
l i b r i V'.. Fearing, that even then Nestorius might be able to evade the 
issu e , he wrote to Caelestine-and asked him what was to be-done i f Nestorius 
should recant. The difference of, personality shows i t s e l f i n the Bishop of 
Rome's reply, dated 7 May 451, f o r he pointed out that 'God w i l l e t h not the 
10. 
death of a sinner*, and exhorted C y r i l to do what he could to win back 
Nestorius. ^ 
A month later i t was Penteoost, and on 12 June there assembled at Ephesus, 
Nestorius with ten bishops, the counts Irenaeus and Candidianus (the l a t t e r 
representing the Emperor, with letters of introduction), C y r i l with f i f t y 
bishops. Juvenal of Jerusalem with some fifteen bishops of Palestine, Flavian 
of Philippi with the bishops of Macedonia, and Besulas the deacon representing 
the church of Africa. The f i r s t act of the host bishop, M'emnon, *as to 
close the churches of Ephesus to the Nestorians. The next round of the 
oonfliot had begun* 
I t w i l l be necessary to examine the account of the council only very 
87 
briefly for the result i s known* The Council was summoned for 21 June and 
Cy r i l was the highest ranking prelate present then* He received a letter 
from John of Antioch saying that he and the Syrian bishops would be delayed 
88 
only a few days. Yet the next day (22 June) he opened the council with 
89 
dubious authority of Caelestine's commission of investigation. There was 
a protest by 68 bishops including 21 metropolitans; and Candidianus, aB the 
90 
representative of the Emperor, complained, but was overruled* 
91 
Yet 160 bishops met with C y r i l , Juvenal and Memnon. After Candidianus 
had read his instructions and been ignored, some bishops supporting Nestorius 
arrived and tried to raise the matter of the o f f i c i a l protest, but with the 
Count they were ejected. The bishops summoned Nestorius and he refused to 
appear* Then a second summons was sent and f i n a l l y a third i n the form of a 
92 
citation. He was then condemned and deposed i n absentia. 
The Creed of Nioaea was read. Then Cyril's Second Letter to Nestorius 
was read and was voted to be orthodox, but when Nestorius 1 reply was delivered 
95 
i t received an unfavourable vote* Then the le t t e r of Caelestine to Cy r i l 
was read, and Cyril's Third le t t e r to Nestorius with the anathemas. This 
was followed by extraots from Nestorius' own l i p s , quotations from the fathers, 
94 
and thus proof that Nestorius,.was a heretic* These documents were read 
without a vote and i t i s significant that the fathers did not receive Cyril's 
Third Letter with the same acclamation they accorded to his Second. 
Candidianus posted formal notices against the meeting, and did the same 
the next day, but he did not dare to lay hands on the bishops* His fear was 
11. 
well founded i f the popular support as seen from the reactions of the crowd 
when NestoriuB* condemnation leaked i s to he trusted. The following declar-
ation was made:95 
'To Nestorius, new Judas. Know that by reason of thine impious preachings 
and of thy disobedience to the oanons, on the 22nd of this month of June, i n 
oonformity with the rules of the church, thou hast been deposed by the Holy 
Synod, and that thou hast now no longer any rank i n the Church! 
96 
This anathema immediately received 197 signatures. I t was made public the 
following day. 
Candidianus sent a report to the Emperor, which i s not preserved but 
which i s mentioned i n the Imperial reply to the synod. This was the result 
97 
of a formal protest made by Nestorius and 10 other bishops favourable to him. 
Four days later John of Antioch and the Eastern bishops arrived with a 
98 
perfeot battery of excuses. A r i v a l synod was immediately opened at which 
99 
45 were present including Candidianus and some of the bishops who had not 
100 
met with C y r i l . The Count gave a report of the proceedings, and then 
read his le t t e r of Imperial authority. I t was with Candidianus1 support that 
the bishops deposed C y r i l and Memnon*^^ There were riots as John tried to 
enforce his decrees and memnon was supported by. the local people. Meanwhile 
Candidianus sent a stream of reports to the Emperor* 
This i s how d'Ales summarises the situation: 
'11 y a des lors dans Ephese deux cone l i e s ennemis qui s'anathematisent l'un 
1'autre* Beanmoins leurs attitudes respeotives different profondement. De l a 
part du conciliabule preside Par Jean d'Antioohe, l a rupture est o f f i c i e l l e et 
complete des l a premiere heure; de l a part du oonoile preside par Cyrille 
d'Alexandrie, e l l e n'est enoore que virtue l i e * Ce oonoile a prononce 1'ana theme 
con^re Nestorius; a l'egard de ses adherents, i l se reserve* I I ne demandait 
qu'a r a l l l e r tous le s eveqjues orientaux; mais l'aote inoonsidere de Jean 
d'Antioohe a oreuse^un abime entre l e s deux fractions de l'episeopat oatholique 
et singulierement oomplique l'oeuvre d f union. 
'Telle est l a situation au soir du 26 juin 451*' 
On 29 June there arrived an Imperial rescript, condemning Cyril's hasty-
act and appointing a new commissioner* Representatives of both parties went 
to Constantinople to present their o ase to Theodosius, and the stalemate 
continued at Ephesus* Then on 1Q July Caelestine's legates arrived from Rome: 
and, as ordered, they supported C y r i l . The priest Philip presented his 
credentials together with those of the bishops Arcadius and Projectus* They 
heard the acts of the Cyrilline synod and subscribed to the condemnation of 
NeBtorius. 
12. 
While subsequent sessions which amounted t o nothing more than p a r t y -
104 
synods continued, the Emperor a t Constantinople continued to hear both 
sides of the case* The f o u r t h and f i f t h sessions (16 and 17 J u l y ) 1 0 5 
rea l i sed the need t o overthrow the au thor i ty of John 1s counci l i n order t o 
reverse h i s condemnations and depositions* That they d i d not depose John 
106 
i s thought by Duchesne to be the r e su l t o f the moderation of the Romans. 
They d i d pronounce an excommunication against John and h i s adherents t o the 
t o t a l o f 54, inc luding h i s supporters mentioned above, together w i t h Theodoret 
of Gyrus and Paul of Emesa. 1 ^ Meanwhile Caelestine and the Emperor were 
108 " 
furn ished w i t h biassed repor ts . A s i x t h session was held on 22 Ju ly 
which r a t i f i e d the acts of a month previous and declared tha t the Nieene 
Creed was s u f f i c i e n t as a statement of doctrine and tha t no addit ions should 
109 
be made to i t . This received 197 signatures. 
At the seventh session the Cypriots made themselves independent o f 
Antiooh, and Juvenal Bishop of Jerusalem also made attempts t o gain f u r t h e r 
j u r i s d i c t i o n . d'Ales summarises:1^"0 
'Ee mois do j u i l l e t s'acheva sans que les deux assemblees r i va l e s e us sent 
r ep r i s contact. Le comte I r e nee s ' e t a i t rendu a l a Cour pour appuyer l e s 
doleances du p a r t i o r i en t a l . * 
I n August the Emperor sent as h is new representative Count John, 'comes 
sacrarum la rg i t ionum' • He r a t i f i e d the depositions of C y r i l , Memnon and 
Nestorius and put them i n p r i son . He read the l e t t e r s of the Emperor t o the 
m a j o r i t y of those present and t r i e d to reconcile the Easterns w i t h C y r i l but 
wi thout r e s u l t . 1 1 1 As he could not dissolve the Council , he r e f e r r ed the 
119 
matter t o the Emperor. The l e t t e r s t o and f r o continued throughout the 
month. d'Ales notes tha t the communication of the Or ien ta l p a r l y waB quite 
c o n c i l i a t o r y (and as we sha l l see l a t e r ) was the basis f o r the u l t imate 
r e u n i o n . 1 1 5 This contrasted w i t h the l e t t e r of the C y r i l l i n e p a r t y . 1 1 * I n 
spi te of t h i s the C y r i l l i n e par ty had a large number of supporters i n the 
c a p i t a l inc lud ing the archimandrite Dalmatius who possessed great moral auth-
o r i t y there» and was able to i n f luence the Emperor. Indeed the palace doors 
11S 
appeared t o be always open to him. The c lergy of the c a p i t a l also 11.6 
complained t o the Emperor about the depositions of C y r i l and Memnon, and 
117 
the former encouraged them w i t h l e t t e r s . 
This was the s i t u a t i o n a t the end of August, and i n September the Emperor 
118 
made f r e s h attempts t o reconcile the p a r t i e s . Each of the Councils was t o 
send e igh t representatives to Chaloedon. On 11 September the Emperor 
IS 
a r r i ved and mat them. The o r i e n t a l representatives s t i l l remained convinced 
tha t they were r i g h t and they wrote to ce r t a in bishops who were unsure of t h e i r 
p o s i t i o n w i t h a ce r t a in oalm ce r t a in ty of t h e i r p o s i t i o n as against t ha t of the 
y i o n 
C y r i l l i n e pa r ty . D'Ales notes how they wrote t o Rufus, metropol i tan of 
TheBsalonica and deolared tha t C y r i l ' s p o s i t i o n was nothing other than 
ApoUinarianism i n disguise and how Apol l ina r iua and h i s d isc ip les had been 
condemned. On t h e i r own side they claimed tha t they represented the f a i t h of 
Nicaea, and also tha t of Bustathins o f Ant ioch, B a s i l o f Caesarea, Gregory of 
Nazianzus, John Chrysostom, Athanasius and other f a t h e r s . They t o l d Bufus tha t 
they had been summoned to Constantinople, and tha t the Emperor had constantly 
ordered the C y r i l l i n e par ty t o abandon the Twelve Anathemas, but tha t these had. 
remained i n t r a e t i b l e . Nevertheless i t seems l i k e l y tha t the presence of the 
two Soman legates i n the C y r i l l i n e par ty must have had some inf luence on the 
Emperor* 
Theodoret disputed w i t h Acacius and thought he had the be t t e r of the 
debate, but there was a oomplete r e f u s a l to discuss the Twelve Anathemas. I t 
became olear there was no hope o f a settlement* although "there i s evidence tha t 
the Easterns could accept the QeoroKo^ | 
With the bishops of Rome and Alexandria i n , a l l i a n c e against Nestorius, 
and supported by most of the bishops i n the Empire* Theodosius was convinced 
tha t h i s course of ac t ion was d e a r . A sentence o f e x i l e would be issued against 
122 
Nestorius and probably exeouted wi thout delay. However i t seems possible 
tha t Nestorius suggested t o the Emperor tha t he should be sent back to h i s 
monastery, i f an orthodox peace could be established as a r e s u l t . Apparently 
permission was given and he l e f t wi thout being disgraced, and came to Antioch 
125 v 
i n September. This i s d 'Ales ' account, but i t seems probable tha t by t h i s 
time he had already l o s t favour w i t h the Emperor, and he a t t r i b u t e d t h i s t o 
^ h i s lack of b r ibe ry , and the overwhelming ao t ion of C y r i l i n t h i s f i e l d . His 
124 
summary of C y r i l ' s actions a t Epns.sus i s i n t e r e s t i n g : 
'And I was summoned by C y r i l who had assembled the counc i l , even by 
C y r i l who was the chief thereof* Who was judge? C y r i l And who was the 
accuser? C y r i l . Who was bishop of Rome? C y r i l . C y r i l was everything. 
C y r i l was the bishop of Alexandria and took the place of the holy and s a i n t l y 
bishop of Rome, Celestinus*' 
meanwhile because Theodosius had been impressed by the Alexandrian-
Roman a l l i ance , he i n v i t e d them to consecrate a successor t o Nestorius. The 
choice f e l l on Maximianus, a venerable and respected presbyter of Constantinople 
and he was consecrated on 25 October i n the presence of a l l three Roman legates'. 
14 
Because no agreement had been reached i t was necessary to conclude 
the Council , and the methods employed by the Emperor do not suggest tha t he 
h a d decided i n favour of C y r i l ' s counci l ra ther than tha t of John of Ant ioch. 
The d i s so lu t ion took place by means o f two decrees. I n the f i r s t the bishops 
were ordered to r e tu rn home* seek peace and t r y t o repa i r the damage done* 
C y r i l and Memnon were s t i l l o f f i c i a l l y deposed and were not included i n t h i s 
126 
order. But C y r i l escaped and entered Alexandria i n triumph on 50/51 October. 
but he d i d not receive a t o t a l welcome i n Bgypt. I s idore of Pelusium spoke 
out against him and accused him of being l i k e h i s uncle Theophilus who had 
127 
attacked St John Chrysostom. C y r i l kept quiet about the anathemas which by 
t h i s time caused him no l i t t l e embarrassment. A second imper ia l r e s c r i p t 
addressed t h i s time only to the C y r i l "line counci l declared t ha t C y r i l and Memnon might r e tu rn t o t h e i r sees, but tha t there was to be no condemnation of 
the Eastern 
t o Ant ioch. 
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the Easterns. So C y r i l was established a t Alexandria and John had returned 
There remained a par ty , of Nestorians a t Constantinople supported by 
Dorotheus of Marcianopoils, and they made numerous protests to the Emperor and 
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wrote l e t t e r s to important sees during the next few mouths. A sentence 
of deposit ion was made against Dorotheus, together w i t h Himerius of Nicomedia, 
Eutherius of Tyana and Helladius of Tarsus by Uaximianus, Juvenal, F lavian 
and others, though only Himerius was fo rced out . The Orientals maintained 
t h e i r a t t i tude when re turn ing t o ^ t h e i r sees. The Emperor even t r i e d to get 
John t o bandon h is anathemas, f 
Thus the Council of Ephesus was over; but what oounoil? To become 
a General Council the decisions taken a t Ephesus had t o receive general assent. 
The f o l l o w i n g years are r e a l l y an account of the various stages which l e d to 
tha t agreement. I n the process Nestorius was abandoned, but no t , i t must be 
admitted, the best of Antioohene Chris tology. From a state i n which there 
were two enemy councils f a c i n g each other, i t took only 22 months to achieve 
a t l ea s t the appearance of ooncord. 
The Emperor's peace mission was entrusted to Ar i s to laus , a t r ibune and 
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lawyerwho was sent i n 452 both to Alexandria and Ant ioch. The new Pope 
Xyxtus I I I also wanted a settlement and wrote i n these terms t o the respected 
Aoacius of B « o e a . 1 3 2 The Emperor wrote t o him and also t o St Simeon S t y l i t e s . 1 3 5 
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Acacius also wrote to C y r i l and suggested tha t he should only adhere to 
Nicaea as explained i n Athanasius* l e t t e r to Epiptetus, and therefore he was t o 
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l a y aside both h i s own and Nestorius * w r i t i n g s . C y r i l r e p l i e d , defending 
15 
b i s anathemas* but making the condemnation of Nestorius an essent ia l pre-
requ is i t e f o r peace. Maximianus na tu ra l ly required the l a t t e r but was w i l l i n g 
t o s a c r i f i c e the anathemas. Many a t Court concurred and so C y r i l set out to 
f- br ibe a l l those whom he f e l t he ld sway there* 
His modif icat ions d i d however s u i t the taste o f John of Antioch and 
Acacius and also the bishops of the provinces of Phoenicia ( l y r e and Damascus), 
o f Syria (Antioch and Apamea) and of Arabia (Bos t ra) . I n C i l i o i a there was 
strong f e e l i n g f o r the memory of Theodore of Uopsuestia; Helladius was i n f l u e n t -
i a l as were Eutherius, Himerius and Alexander of Hierapol i s . Theodoret and 
Andrew of Samosata had a moderating influence w i t h i n the province* Although 
they agreed tha t C y r i l had explained away h i s anathemas, they d i d not see tha t 
i t was necessary t o condemn Nestorius. 
John of Antiooh l e f t to Theodoret the theologica l debate. D'Ales 
says t ha t John was only an average theologian, but he d i d see the great necessity 
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f o r r e l i g i o u s peace i n the Empire. Be sent Paul of Emesa t o Alexandria 
t o represent him and Acacius of Beroea, the senior bishop i n the East* Paul 
and the l e t t e r s he brought w i t h him were w e l l received a t h i s des t ina t ion . 
The matter of the anathemas was dropped. C y r i l had previously d ra f t ed a long 
l e t t e r (abridged by d 'Ales) only extant i n L a t i n a f t e r reaching agreement 
w i t h Aristolaus* This was s u f f i c i e n t l y moderate t o make a peace settlement 
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more l i k e l y . Aoaoiua was overjoyed when he received t h i s l e t t e r through 
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the- magistrate Maximus, and he wrote i n t h i s ve in t o Alexander of Hie rapo l i s , 
but the l a t t e r would not change h i s convic t ion tha t C y r i l was a here t ic i n the 
l i n e of A p o l l i n a r i u s . 
The proposit ions whioh Paul of Emesa brought appeared t o be more 
acceptable t o C y r i l . He explained the Or ienta l p o s i t i o n i n the cathedral and 
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C y r i l accepted t h i s , and Paul was allowed t o preach twice subsequently, on 
Christmas Day 452 and on 1 January 455. Paul had o f f e r e d t o pronounce the 
anathemas against Nestorius but C y r i l d i d not i n s i s t on t h i s , and sent him 
back a f t e r admit t ing him t o communion, together w i t h Aris tolaus and two Alex-
andrian deacons, and w i t h a formulary whioh expressly condemned Nestorius and 
h i s teaching. I n r e tu rn f o r John's signature, l e t t e r s of communion would be 
exchanged. The Orientals were thereby fo rced t o acknowledge t ha t Nestorius 
was wrong and condemn h i s teaohing. They hoped i t would be enough to have 
Maximianus confirmed i n the now vacant see of Constantinople but Nestorius was 
demanding h i s own reinstatement. Now too the Emperor had resumed 
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re la t ions w i t h C y r i l and so Nestorius had t o be abandoned. John secured small 
modif icat ions of vocabulary and then signed the doouments together w i t h other 
notable Or ienta ls . Aeaoius d i d not , and Duchesne seems to th ink he had died 
141 
by t h i s t ime. Others l i k e Hel ladius , Eutherius, Himerius and Dorotheus 
refused and wrote t o C y r i l , Xyxtus and Maximianus t o expla in t h e i r p o s i t i o n . 
Paul returned w i t h John's l e t t e r s and the statement: 'Depositum sive 
damnatum habemus Nestorium...anathematiamo subioientes quaecumque ab eo aliene 
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ao peregrine d i c t a sunt contra apostolioam dootrinam.' I t was de l ibe ra te ly ' 
vague, but i t aooepted the f a i t h t r a d i t i o n a l l y expressed a t Nicaea, the term 
Theotoko8, the deposit ion of Nestorius and the condemnation of h i s e r r o r s , 
recognised the e leva t ion of Maximianus, and renewed communion w i t h orthodox 
churches. The l e t t e r s of John o f Antioch t o the Pope, to C y r i l and t o Maximianus 
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are extant . 
The confession o f f a i t h which John made and which C y r i l was t o accept 
i s i n t e re s t ing i n tha t the terms are the same employed by the Eastern bishops 
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a t Ephesus. We have noted above tha t t h e i r counci l gathered round John o f 
Antioch expressed t h e i r f a i t h and Count John had included t h i s i n a l e t t e r t o 
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Theodosius. I t i s p r i m a r i l y intended as a doc t r i na l statement of t h e i r 
views without any reference t o a xeoonoilat ion w i t h C y r i l , and i s dated August 
451. Nevertheless C y r i l came t o accept i t and included i t i n h i s r ep ly , the 
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'Laetentur ' l e t t e r , and i s known as the Formulary of Reunion. Except f o r 
the add i t i on of a l a s t sentence, i t i s ve rba l ly i d e n t i c a l w i t h the o r i g i n a l . 
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The actual formula contained i n C y r i l ' s l e t t e r i s quite b r i e f : 
'We confess, therefore , our Lord Jesus Chr i s t , the only-begotten Son of God, 
per feot God and pe r f ec t M a n , consis t ing of a r a t i o n a l soul and a body, begotten 
of the Father before the ages as touching h i s Godhead, the same, 1a the l a s t 
days, f o r us and f o r our sa lva t ion , born of the V i r g i n Mary, as touching h i s 
Manhood; the same of one substance w i t h the Father as touching h i s Godhead, 
and of one substance w i t h us as touching h i s Manhood. For of two natures a 
union has been made* For t h i s cause we confess one Chr i s t , one Son, one Lord. 
' I n accordance w i t h th iB sense of the unoonfused union, we confess the holy 
V i r g i n t o be 9£OTL*OS , because God the Word became incarnate and was made 
man, and from the very conception uni ted t o himself the temple taken f rom her. 
And as t o the expressions concerning the Lord i n the Gosgiels and Ep i s t l e s , we 
are aware tha t theologians understand some as common, as r e l a t i n g t o one Person, 
and others they d i s t i ngu i sh , as r e l a t i n g t o two natures, expla ining those tha t 
b e f i t the divine nature according t o the Godhead of Chr i s t , and those of a 
humble sor t according t o h i s Manhood.' 
The o r i g i n a l lacked the f i n a l section on exegesis whioh i s included 
i n t h i s Formulary of Reunion proper. I t s moderation i s s t r i k i n g and i t s u l t imate 
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authership unknown although i t s o r i g i n a l was a doc t r i na l statement i ssuing from 
the Council of Eastern bishops a t Ephesus sent t o the Emperor i n a l e t t e r t o 
Count John w r i t t e n i n August 451. The l e t t e r began by p ra i s ing the Emperor' s 
wisdom and mentions the i nd i s c r e t i on of C y r i l which caused such a t u r m o i l . I t 
advocates a r e tu rn t o . the pure doctrine of Nieaea but wished t o do j u s t i c e t o 
the p ino ipa l points made by C y r i l , e .g . i n the T h i r d Anathema C y r i l suggested 
£v7j{j-<s 4>u<rtK^ but John suggested Soo fturetov I'vue-i^ yeyove. He also admitted 0fc°ToKo£ 
without adding the counterbalance «tvG^>iror^o{, and thus was accepting the 
t r a d i t i o n a l word of the Fathers. D'Ales notes tha t the l e t t e r was a p r iva te one. 
possibly i n ciroumstances which m i l i t a t e d against s imi l a r statements of an 
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o f f i c i a l nature. 
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I t i s o f t e n stated tha t the o r i g i n a l statement of f a i t h was the 
composition of Theodoret. but the d i f f i c u l t y i s tha t Theodoret i s usual ly regarded 
as a ' h a r d - l i n e r ' , perhaps rather more over h i s support of Nestorius personally 
rather than i n Kis own theologica l proposi t ions . He ce r t a in ly refused to 
disown Nestorius e x p l i c i t l y i n the reunion negotiations which fo l lowed and the 
po in t i n h is case was not pressed. His answer to the Twelve Anathemas i s 
f a i r l y f i r m although a t c e r t a in points the schol ias t Arethas stated tha t i n the 
controversy between Theodoret and C y r i l i t was a question of s i x of one and 
150 ' — " 151 half-a-dozen of the other. T.Sagi Bunio doubts whether Theodoret, or 
a t l eas t Theodoret alone, was the author. D'Ales ascribes the statement t o 
John of Antiooh, not ing i t s remarkable openness towards the opinions of C y r i l 
and explains t h i s p a r t l y as the moderation of John himself and p a r t l y as the 
r e s u l t of the bad t a c t i c a l p o s i t i o n of the Orientals a t the t ime. Indeed he 
asks s p e c i f i c a l l y : ' Fu t - e l l e du gout de Theodoret, e s p r i t beaucoup moins prompt 
que Jean aux resolut ions extremes? Nous ne l e savons pas; i l y a l i e u d'en 
douter . ' 
The Eastern bishops avoided a vote on a document which might have 
divided them and i n both Greek and L a t i n versions i t has reached us as the 
co l l ec t i ve thought of the Council convened by John without i n d i v i d u a l signatures. 
Even so Alexander of Hierapolis who l a t e r headed the Kestorian opposit ion 
disclaimed i t . Sixteen months l a t e r i t became the basis f o r r e c o n c i l i a t i o n 
together w i t h the exegetioal add i t i on . I t was, as we have seen, proposed by 
John 1 5 * and warmly received by C y r i l , 3 5 5 f o r he was content to accept the 
Antioohene dooument as long as h i s anathemas were not ac tua l ly condemned, so 
tha t h i s session a t Ephesus could be recognised as the General Council . 
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News of the agreement was sent to the Pope, t o the Emperor and to 
the Pa t r ia rch of Constantinople by both John and C y r i l . But not everyone 
accepted i t , and i t i s i r o n i c a l tha t both C y r i l and John were bel ieved to have 
sold the pass by a minor i ty of t h e i r f o l l o w e r s . C y r i l had t o defend the 
agreement to h is more extreme f o l l o w e r s . Once again Is idore of Pelusium d i d 
not l i k e what C y r i l had done and i n a l e t t e r t o l d him not t o give i n under 
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th rea t . Duchesne suggests tha t the Emperor, through Ar i s to laus , had threa t -
ened C y r i l w i t h ex i le* Perhaps i t i s a l i t t l e surpr i s ing tha t C y r i l could 
accept i t though i n the long run he gave l i t t l e away i n doing so. The clue here 
i s t h a t , provided Nestorius was abandoned by h i s a l l i e s , C y r i l waB prepared 
iS8 
to be conc i l i a to ry about anything else* But h i s - successor Dioscorus, a f t e r 
h is accession, refused to be bound by the Reunion* 
Y For C y r i l the condi t ion precedent f o r reunion w i t h the Eastern bishops 
was tha t they e x p l i c i t l y abandoned Nestorius. John of Antioch was w i l l i n g to 
accept the condi t ion , but many more disagreed w i t h him, especia l ly i n C i l i o i a 
under Alexander of Hierapolis* Andrew of Samosata was soon appeased and put 
himself i n communion w i t h Acacius of Helitene and Rabbulas of Edessa. Helladius 
of Tarsus and Eutherius of Tyana wrote t o the Pope f o r support, t h ink ing him t o 
be very d i f f e r e n t from Caelestine* Theodbret could accept the Formulary of 
Reunion but not the abandonment of Nestorius. He would rather have both h is 
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hands cut o f f than abandon h is f r i e n d . N e s t o r i u s ' own reac t ion seems to 
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be contained i n the next dooument i n the L a t i n c o l l e c t i o n - a f i r m r e j e c t i o n 
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of the basis of union. But Loafs notes: 'Nestorius oould have accepted 
the confession of f a i t h on which the ugion was based. I t was, therefore , 
r e a l l y t r ag ic tha t the anathema against him was the pr ice of the peace. He was 
now also robbed of h i s former f r i e n d s , and there cannot be the l eas t doubt tha t 
f o r t h i s p a i n f u l experience, too , he had t o thank Saint C y r i l . ' A ra ther 
negative react ion of Alexander of Hierapol is , described as ' a l t e r Neetorius' 
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i s f u r t h e r evidence of Antiochene opposition* I t i s important t o note tha t those Eastern bishops who refused t o 
condemn Nestorius claimed tha t i t was John of Antioch and not C y r i l who had 
given way and therefore refused e i t he r to accept the Formulary or t o disown 
Nestorius. 
Maximianus died on 12 A p r i l , 454, and Proolus was enthroned a t 
Constantinople i n the face of the few who s t i l l advocated the r e tu rn of Nestorius* 
Theodoret, inf luenced by Simon S t y l i t e s , entered i n t o communion w i t h John and 
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the l a t t e r d i d not require him to condemn h i s f r i e n d . Host of the C i l i o i ans 
fo l lowed h i s example though some reca lc i t r an t s were sent i n t o ex i le* I n 
view of the o r i g i n and contents of the Formulary of Be union i t was not surpr i s ing 
tha t so many of the Antiochene par ty f e l t they were quite able to assent to i t . 
Therefore i n A p r i l only the f i r m Alexander of Hierapolis and seventeen nther 
165 166 bishops had to be deposed and these were sent to the Egyptian mines. I t 
i s t rue tha t f o r the time some, inc luding Theodoret, assented without ac tua l ly 
condemning Nestorius. Their support counted f o r very l i t t l e because i n August 
455 an ed ic t of Theodosius proscribed the w r i t i n g s of Nestorius and the meetings 
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of h is f o l l o w e r s . They were to be ca l l ed Simonians; h i s books were 
forbidden to be read, copied or kept; e x i s t i n g copies were t o be burnt ; meetings 
were forbidden, even outside towns. The tremendous e f f e c t whioh such an order 
f o r the v i r t u a l destruct ion of a l l Nestorius* works had on the attempt of modem 
scholarship t o asses h i s r e a l pos i t i on w i l l be noted i n a l a t e r sect ion. Count 
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Irenaeus and the p r i e s t Photius were banished t o Petra and t h e i r goods confiscated. 
Ar is to laus made sure tha t a l l who had not f o r m a l l y condemned Nestorius d i d so, 
and eventually even Theodoret signed. 
Soon a f t e r t h i s e d i c t Nestorius was banished to Arabia. There i s no 
)C doubt tha t C y r i l would have urged t h i s , and before he died Pope Caelestine had 
pe t i t i oned the Emperor f o r the same t h i n g . However two accounts, the au tho r i ty 
of Evagrius the h i s t o r i a n and also a Nestorian legend, seem t o po in t the f i n g e r \ 
a t Nestorius ' o l d f r i e n d John of Antioch as p r e c i p i t a t i n g the decis ion. I t must 
have been very d i f f i c u l t f o r the reconciled Antiochene leader to keep the peace 
when he had Nestorius i n h i s own t e r r i t o r y , probably a t t r a c t i n g s u f f i c i e n t i n t e res t 
as a 'confessor' even i f he was not ac tua l ly a g i t a t i n g . Whether or not jealousy 
of a challenge to h i s own au thor i ty inf luenced John need not concern us very 
much. The r e s u l t was tha t Nestorius was banished even f u r t h e r a f i e l d , though 
not t o Arabia, f o r he i s next seen a t Oasis i n Upper Egypt, and i t was here, as 
f a r as we know, tha t he spent the remainder of h i s l i f e . 
There he was to l i v e as an outcast f o r a t l eas t s ixteen years and 
ou t l i ved many of the other o r i g i n a l contestants a t Ephesus. The Pope Caelestine 
had died soon a f t e r the Council had ended i n 452, and h is successor Xystus died 
i n 440. I n the same year John of Antioch and Dalmatius the Abbot who seems t o 
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have inf luenced the Emperor against Nestorius, d ied. The former was suooeeded 
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by h is nephew Domnus and the l a t t e r succeeded as abbot by Eutyohes. Four 
years l a t e r h i s arch-enemy C y r i l also departed t h i s l i f e and he was succeeded by 
Dioscorus. I n 446 Flavian was consecrated the t h i r d bishop of New Rome since 
20 
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Nestorius ' deposi t ion, and i n Old Rome the former Archdeacon Leo became Pope. 
The stage was now set f o r the f i n a l round of the struggle and the 
p r i n c i p l e protagonists established i n the sees. Diosoorus and Eutyches 
represented the extreme Alexandrian p o s i t i o n while Leo on the other hand was a 
be t te r Chris tologian than Caelestine and h i s Tome represented the t r a d i t i o n a l 
Western pos i t i on w i t h marked a f f i n i t i e s to the s t a r t i n g po in t o f Nestorius. 
At Constantinople the Emperor Theodosius I I was s t rongly inf luenced 
by Eutyches, and h i s godson, the imper ia l eunuch Chrysaphius. On the other side 
were Flavian the pa t r i a r ch , a moderate D u a l i s t , and Pulcheria, the s i s t e r and 
successor of Theodosius. The struggle a t cour t between Chrysaphius and Pulcheria 
i s w e l l documented i n an a r t i c l e by Goubert i n Das Konz i l von Chalkedon ( V o l . 1 ) , 
a three volume c o l l e c t i o n of essays w r i t t e n by French and German scholars to 
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commemorate the f i f t e e n t h centenary of the Council of Chalcedon. I n 447 
Theodoret attacked Eutyehes i n 'Eranistes ' (Beggar-Man). The swing was f e l t 
when Irenaeus was deposed un lawfu l ly by the Emperor as a supporter of Nestorius, 
though Irenaeus, then a lawman, had ac t i ve ly opposed Nestorius i n the events 
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leading up t o Ephesus ( 4 5 l ) . The Formulary of Be union was overthrown and 
C y r i l made the a r b i t e r of orthodoxy. A ce r t a in Photius was made bishop of 
Tyre and they condemned Theodoret to house ar res t to prevent h i s presence a t 
synods. Eutyohes t r i e d to gain the support of Leo who r e p l i e d evasively. 
On 8 November 448 Eusebius, Bishop of Dorylaeum, set the wheels i n 
motion when a t the so-cal led crvveSoj- evfyyoutr*.t meeting a t Constantinople, he 
i n i t i a t e d a charge of heresy against Eutyches i n the form of a l i b e l l u s . The 
t r i a l l as ted f o r seven sessions (12-22 November) and the proceedings have been 
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reoorded. I n the f i r s t session a f t e r the charge, C y r i l ' s Second Le t te r to 
Nestorius and the Formulary of Reunion were read out , thus b r ing ing to the f o r e 
cf >c f 175 the phrase &wri$ KU.8 <jr\o<rr«<nv. Flavian then read out a confession of 
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f a i t h whioh contained the f o l l o w i n g important formula: 
'We acknowledge tha t Chr i s t i s f rom two natures a f t e r the Incarnat ion, 
i n one hypostasis and.one person confessing one C h r i s t , one Son, one 
L o r d . ' 
He thus t r i e d to balance two Chr i s to log ica l points of view. 
Although i t i s d e a r that Flavian understood the phrase ' ou t of two 
natures' i n the sense of ' i n two natures ' , Eutyches accepted i t and gave i t a 
t w i s t which made i t a Monophysite slogan and so unusable by the orthodox. With 
h is other phrase to describe the union, which he had taken over f rom his 
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predecessor a t Constantinople* Proclua, he was very much more successful. 
The Chalcedonian D e f i n i t i o n used i t as a source f o r the formula ' the one 
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hypostasis and the one prosopon'. 
'There now appears the most important ch r i s to log i ea l document of i t s 
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k i n d which the L a t i n Church produced. The impulse came f o r i t f rom the Eas t ' . 
"Putyohes only appeared a t the l a s t session of the counc i l , entered a formal 
protes t against the judgement and appealed ' t o the holy counci l o f the Bishops 
179 
of Rome* Alexandria. Jerusalem and Thessalonica*. The omission of Antioch 
was probably de l ibera te . He sent l e t t e r s t o many bishops inc luding one to 
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Leo, i n which he gives h i s vers ion of the hearing i n which he declared he was 
not allowed t o have a f a i r say and tha t the judgement had already been prepared, 
and h i s l i f e had been i n danger. We may note i n passing tha t the treatment 
accorded to Flavian a t the council of Ephesus a few months l a t e r , was f a r worse 
than the treatment he i s supposed to have i n f l i c t e d on Etttyohes a t t h i s stage. 
While Leo waited, Eutyches spread h i s propaganda and e n l i s t e d the 
support of the Emperor through Chrysaphius, and the former wrote i n h is favour 
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to Leo, and only then d i d Leo rep ly . A f t e r inves t iga t ing the Home Synod, 
Theodosius agreed t o c a l l a General Council on 50 March, 449. The decree 
and the rescr ip ts t o Dioscorus and Archimandrite Barsumas show tha t the clear 
i n t e n t i o n was the removal of F lavian , thereby crushing the l a s t remants of 'Nest-
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or ian i sm ' , and the reinstatement of Eutyches. Dioscorus was t o preside and 
the chief Antiochene. Theodoret, barred from the meeting. F lav ian rea l i sed 
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what was intended and wrote to Leo, who became alarmed and sent a Papal deleg-
a t i o n t o Constantinople, consist ing of Ju l ius of P u i e o l i , the presbyter Renatus 
(who died en rou t e ) , the deacon H i l a r y and the notary D u l o i t i u s . His l e t t e r s 
were unsuccessful i n preventing the counci l which met a t Ephesus on 8 &ucj-.ust 449. 
About 140 bishops had come t o the oounci l but the event was completely 
dominated by monastic strong-arm men. Eutyches had brought monks f rom Constant-
inople , Barsumas more from Syr ia , and Dioscorus had twenty suffragans, more monks 
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and the parabolani. The papal legates were armed only w i t h Leo's Tome t o 
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Flavian. A t t h i s stage of the controversy the Tome of Leo became the decisive 
document (a p a r t i a l , though not complete comparison being the Formulary of Reunion, 
a f t e r the Council of Ephesus, 4 5 l ) . That i t was re jec ted by the supporters of 
Eutyches i s not surpr is ing since i n t h e i r eyes i t smacked of the opinions of 
. T . . 186 Nestorius. 
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At the f i r s t session Eutyches was allowed t o read out h i s numerous 
representations, hut although the Roman legates con t inua l ly demanded tha t Leo's 
Tome should be read a t the outset, they were t V a r t e d by Eutyches' rumour tha t 
they were a l l i e s of F lavian . Eutyohes was re ins ta ted by the votes of 115 of the 
Fathers, but Flavian and Busebius of Dorylaeum were deprived f o r having v i o l a t e d 
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the r u l i n g a t Ephesus tha t no add i t ion should be made t o the Creed of Nicaea. 
This r e f u sa l of the Council to al low the Tome of Leo to be read breaks the 
t r a d i t i o n a l a l l iance between Rome and Alexandria. The deacon H i l a r y t r i e d to 
protes t by shouting ' C o n t r a d i o i t u r ' . Then a l l h e l l was l e t loose f o r Diosoorus 
gave the s ignal and so ld ie r s , monks and parabolani broke i n , and the Synod 
became chaotic . , As a r e s u l t Leo gave the proceedings the nickname, ' the 
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Latrooinium 1 or 'Robber-council ' . 
At a l a t e r session on 22 August Ibas of Edessa, Domnus of Antioch 
and Theodoret were deposed and e x i l e d . Immediately a f t e r t h i s session H i l a r y 
returned as f a s t as possible to Rome, w i t h a l e t t e r f rom Flavian asking Leo to 
spread propaganda and win over the support of the oourt and the monks of the 
east. A synod was held a t Rome (29 September-15 October) and from i t 
l e t t e r s were sent t o Theodosius, t o Pulcheria, to the clergy and people of 
Constantinople, and to f o u r important archimandrites. Meanwhile the Emperor 
had remained s tedfast and i n November had appointed as successor to Flavian 
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the Alexandrian apoerisarius Anatol ius . Replies to the l e t t e r s were 
received i n March 450 from Puloheria, the clergy and people, and two of the 
archimandrites. The Latrocinium c e r t a i n l y resul ted i n the death of Flavian 
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and t h i s i s f u l l y elaborated i n the Liber Herac l id i s . Leo sent another 
delegation t o the East on 16 Ju ly 450 w i t h h is Tome and w i t h more l e t t e r s . 
So matters stood i n apparent deadlock, when on 28 Ju ly the Emperor 
suddenly died as a r e s u l t of a r i d i n g accident, and was succeeded by Pulcheria . 
The Tome of Leo was then t ransla ted i n t o Greek and was promulgated i n a synod 
a t Constantinople i n October. Meanwhile Pulcheria had secured the assassination 
of Chrysaphius, and on 25 August had married and taken as consort an e l d e r l y 
so ld ie r ca l l ed Harcian. I n a l e t t e r to Leo announcing h is e l e c t i o n , Marcian 
declared he was ready to ass is t the res to ra t ion of peace i n the Church by c a l l i n g 
195 
a new General Council . 
The decree f i r s t called, on the bishops t o meet i n September 451 a t 
Nioaea, and when they were assembled Eutyches excommunicated Leo. Because of 
the threa t of the Hun invasion, Maroian could not go to Nicaea and ordered the 
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bishops t o move t o Chaloedon. I n the f i r s t session on 8.*, October Theodoret 
was re-admitted as a bishop, while Eusebius of Dorylaeum took up the attack 
again, t h i s time against Diosoorus. The minutes of the Latrocinium and the 
synod of Constantinople were read. Flavian 's memory was v indica ted . A f t e r 
Dioseorus and h i s fo l lowers had been removed from the assembly, a l l those 
present burst i n t o s inging the Tr isagion, which i s the f i r s t reported occasion 
_ . . 194 of i t s use* 
On 10. October, Session I I was mainly occupied w i t h a discussion 
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of Leo's Tome* I n the t h i r d session, three days l a t e r , Dioseorus was 
f o r m a l l y deprived of h i s episcopal o f f i c e * But i t was only under considerable 
pressure from Haroian tha t the bishops agreed t o draw up a new confession of 
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f a i t h * Even i n the f o u r t h session (17. . October) the Council declared: 
'The Rule of F a i t h as contained i n the Creed of Nioaea, confirmed by the Council 
of Constantinople, expounded a t Ephesus under C y r i l , and set f o r t h i n the Le t t e r 
of Pope Leo when he condemned the heresy of Nestorius and Eutyohes' was p e r f e c t l y 
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acceptable to them. The Chalcedonian D e f i n i t i o n as an independent addi t -
iona l statement of f a i t h was due to the pressure of the Imperia l commissioners. 
The f i r s t attempt by a d r a f t i n g committee under the chairmanship of Anatolius 
198 
whioh met on 21 October was not accepted. I t i s no longer extant* From 
the f o l l o w i n g discussion i t appears tha t i t was C y r i l l i a n i n essence and almost 
~> / * 199 
ce r t a in ly contained the formula fix Sue <j>uce«n/ • To t h i s the commissioners 
took exception because i t eohoed too c losely the usage of Dioscorus (now 
condemned) and f a i l e d to harmonise w i t h the ' i n duabus natux-is' of the Tome of 
Leo. 
The assembly agreed t ha t a committee formed by the emperor should work 
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out t h i s f i n a l d e f i n i t i o n i n accordance w i t h the doctrine of the Tome of Leo. 
I t can s t i l l be seen tha t Leo d i d not get hiB own way. He thought tha t the 
whole controversy could be se t t l ed d o c t r i n a l l y by the acceptance of h i s Tome by 
the Counoil . The inc lus ion of the Let ters of C y r i l was not only the recogni t ion 
of an important t r a d i t i o n of Eastern Christology but also by imp l i ca t i on an 
i n d i c a t i o n t ha t , while Chalcedon reversed the oouneil of Ephesus (449), i t had no 
i n t e n t i o n of going back on the Council of Ephesus (451) . However, the evidence 
would seem to suggest tha t C y r i l ' s t h i r d l e t t e r t o Nestorius w i t h the attaohed 
anathemas d i d not a t t a i n the same status as h i s second l e t t e r to Nestorius and 
as the l e t t e r to John of Ant ioch. 
Twenty three bishops assembled w i t h the Imper ia l commissioners i n the 
oratory of St Euphemia, and on 22 October they produced a long declarat ion of 
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f a i t h before the whole assembly. This was fo rma l ly promulgated i n the presence 
of Uaroian and Puloheria on 25 October. The Acts c i t e f i r s t a lengthy 
preamble, and then quote the creeds of Nioaea (525) and of Constantinople (581) . 
I t accepted the documents already noted, of C y r i l , Leo, F lav ian , and possible 
references f rom Theodoret .*^ This document of f a i t h was t o be t o t a l l y binding 
on a l l Chr is t ians . Then i t set out what i s now proper ly ca l l ed the 'Chalcedon-
ian D e f i n i t i o n : * " * 
'Wherefore, f o l l o w i n g the holy Fathers, we a l l w i t h one voice confess 
our Lord Jesus Chr i s t one and the same Son, the same perfeot i n Godhead, 
the same per fec t i n manhood, t r u l y God and t r u l y man, the same con-
s i s t i n g of a reasonable soul and a body, of one substance w i t h the 
Father as touching the Godhead, the same of one substance w i t h us as 
touching the manhood, l i k e us i n a l l things apart from s i n ; begotten 
of the Father before the ages as touching the Godhead, the same i n 
the l a s t days, f o r us and f o r our sa lva t ion , born from the V i r g i n Mary, 
the &GaroKos » as touching the manhood, one and the same Chr i s t , Son, 
Lord, Only-begotten, t o be acknowledged i n two natures, wi thout 
confusion, wi thout change, without d i v i s i o n , wi thout separation (<*o-^y -
Xvrvs, dcT^irrtis, iSc*t,£tn»s,siX t>£ >"> T t 'i )i tbe d i s t i n c t i o n of natures 
being i n no way abolished because of the union, but .rather the character-
i s t i c property of each nature being preserved, and ^ concurring i n t o 
one person and one subsistence ( ^ * fey T T ^ ^ ' ^ T ' O V oo*-*i ^UL.* irrro PTAVW ) F 
not as i f Chr i s t were parted or d iv ided i n t o two persons, but one and 
the same Son and only-begotteh God, Word, Lord, Jesus Chr i s t ; even as. 
the Prophets f rom the beginning spoke concerning him, and our Lord 
Jesus Chr i s t ins t ruc ted us, and the Creed of the Fathers was handed 
down to us.* 
The documents which are o h i e f l y used t o oonstruot i t are a most 
representative eo l l eo t i on . While Dua l i s t Christology i s w e l l represented i n 
the second h a l f , the f i r s t h a l f again indicates the i n t e n t i o n of the oounoil 
not to abandon the Monist emphasis o f St C y r i l . 'Here, as i n almost no other 
formula from the ea r ly councils a l l the important centres of church l i f e and 
a l l the trends of contemporary theology, Rome, Alexandria, Constantinople, and 
Antioch, have contr ibuted towards the framing of a common expression of f a i t h . 
I t would be a mistake t o understand Chalcedon merely as a react ion t o the 
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C y r i l l i a n counci l of Ephesus.1 I t can be sa id t ha t Chalcedon asserted the 
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r e c o n c i l a b i l i t y of C y r i l and Leo. Theodoret and Ibas were restored t o 
t h e i r bishoprics a f t e r anathematising Nestorius, while Domnus received a pension v 205 from has successor. 
M l tha t remains to be asked i s whether the confession of f a i t h 
included Nestorius. e i t he r by mistake or design. I t may appear tha t the events 
of the Council were known to Nestorius and tha t he considered i t s decrees had 
^ v indica ted h i m . 2 0 6 What he apparently d i d not know was tha t the Council con-
demned him alongside Eutyches as a h e r e t i c 
25 
We now t u r n t o the f i n a l stages of h is l i f e and t r y to assess the 
date of h i s death and h is f i n a l epi taph. Nestorius. i t w i l l he remembered. 
had been e x i l e d to the desert* !Pv agrius quotes fragments f rom two l e t t e r s of 
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Nestorius to the governor of Thebais* He had been oaptured by invaders a t 
Oasis bu t , when released, gave himself up t o the governor, who sent him to f o u r 
d i f f e r e n t places of ex i l e* These events tookyplace soon a f t e r 455 because he 
mentioned the Council of Ephesus as i n the recent past* He probably l i v e d the 
l i f e of a monk and may have been attached to some desert monastery, f o r , although 
he was attacked by the leader of the Egyptian monks, Sehnoute, he seems to have 
won respect Jbv h i s devotion and personal l i f e * But i t i s not surpr i s ing tha t 
u n t i l the disoovery of the Liber Herac l id i s , scholars thought tha t the e x i l e d 
pa t r i a rch who f e l t o l d as a r e su l t of h i s t roub le , was soon released from his 
su f fe r ings by death* 
The Liber Heracl id is informs us tha t Nestorius wa~s a l i v e much l a t e r , 
— 208 
and a l i f e of Dioscorus, w r i t t e n i n Coptic , says tha t he was summoned t o the 
Council of Chaloedon, but died before the summons reached him* Bedjan who 
notes tha t Nestorius was aware of the death of Theodosius I I i n Ju ly 450, 
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w r i t e s : 
•L'auteur de sa v i e , aussi b i e n que l ' h i s t o r i e n Zaoharie l e rheteur 
pretendent q u ' i l f u t appele au conc i le , convoqu© l e 17 mai 451* S ' i l 
f a u t en cr&ire ces donnees, Nestorius s e ra i t reste en Afr ique de 
l'annee 456 a l'annee 451, qui s e ra i t l 'annee de sa mor t . ' 
"Pvagrius, who mentions t h i s account of Zacharias, r e jec ted i t not because he 
knew Nestorius had d ied , but because the Council had anathematised ra ther than 
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welcomed him* 
Following Bethune-Baker, Dr iver and Hodgson note the reference t o the 
death of Theodosius and the f l i g h t of Dioscorus, and therefore give 451 or 452 
212 215 as the terminus as quem. Loafs , however, r e j ec t s t h i s view as u n j u s t i f i e d * 
Before coming t o a decision on t h i s , i t i s be t te r t o begin w i t h a possible 
terminus a quo and to work forward from th i s* 
For a systematic answer f o u r questions are of v i t a l importance* 
Did Nestorius know the Tome of Leo? Did Nestorius know the events of the 
Latrocinium? Did Nestorius know of the death of Theodosius I I ? Did Nestorius 
know of the events leading up t o Chaloedon? 
We have noted how Leo sent a delegation of three t o Ephesus i n June 
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449 w i t h h i s Tome t o Flavian* I t i s also c lear tha t Nestorius was not only 
aware of the Tome, but also agreed w i t h i t s contents* The doctrine of the 
26. 
• communioatio ^OC-^TOY ' ( i f the expression may be permitted) which he elaborates, 
seems t o r e f l e c t the use of the communicatio idiomatum to which Leo makes so 
strong an appeal i n the Tome i t s e l f . 
There are also d e f i n i t e references to the Tome i n the Liber Herao l id i s : 
'This s t i r r e d up the Emperor, and he had not wanted him ( i . e . Eutyches) to~be 
th rus t out by deposi t ion, but he was not heard* He therefore prepared a l l 
things f o r the deposit ion of Flavian and f o r the res to ra t ion of itatyches* 
He commenced by attaching to h im(se l f ) the bishop of Alexandria and the bishop 
of Rome by w r i t t e n accounts of what was done against Butychesj and one agreed 
and one agreed not ( w i t h him)* For the bishop of Rome had read the things 
which were done against Eutyches and had condemned Eutyches f o r impiety , bu t , 
when I found and read t h i s acoount, I gave thanks unto God tha t the Church of 
Rome was confessing co r rec t ly and without f a u l t , although they (the Romans) 
were otherwise (disposed) towards me myself*' 
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S l i g h t l y l a t e r i n h is account of the Council of Ephesus, Nestorius 
ac tua l ly mentioned the existence of the Tome, or ra ther the attempts by the two 
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remaining Roman legates to have i t read a t the outset of the counc i l : 
'The bishop of Rome was not ( t h e r e ) , nor the See of Saint Peter, no the 
apostol ic honour, nor the primacy dear to the Romans, but he of Alexandria 
sat i n au thor i ty and made him of Antioch also t o s i t w i t h him; and he of 
Rome - and we mean J u l i a n , who represented the holy bishop of Rome - was 
asked i f he was i n agreement w i t h the holy counci l and wished to read i n t h i s 
account what was done a t Constantinople. He (the bishop of Alexandria) , as 
one tha t had au tho r i ty , then asked and spoke as though even passing sentence 
against them. Yet they (the Romans) conceded however unto him t h e i r intended 
purpose, not tha t he should aocept tha t which they wished nor e t tha t he 
should give unto them the primacy, but t h a t , i f the bishop of Rome should 
agree w i t h him, he should accept him as an add i t ion to h is pa r ty , and otherwise, 
supposing he were found ( t o be) against them, he might reprove him a fa r as 
one tha t had not au thor i ty even i n a single ( t h i n g ) , wanting to prove unto 
every man that they should not look unto the bishop of Rome, since he was not 
able to a i d him of Constantinople* For a f t e r J u l i a n had sa id : "For t h i s do 
we wish , t ha t the deed which was committed should be read out , i f the l e t t e r 
of our Father Leo has f i r s t been read," afterwards indeed H i l a r y the deacon 
of the holy bishop of Rome said: " A f t e r these records which you now want to 
read had been read before him, he (Leo) then sent tha t which he sent". When 
he had heard these things and there was naught tha t he ought to say, he (the 
bishop of Alexandria) passed the opposite sentence concerning them: tha t " t h i s 
indeed was a procedure pleasing (unto him), tha t the things which were done 
should be read out and then the w r i t i n g s of the pious bishop of Rome"*1 
I t i s quite c lear f rom these accounts tha t Nestorius was w e l l aware of 
the Tome of Leo and seems to have been s u f f i c i e n t l y aware of i t s contents to 
asoribe t o the author many reverent epithets* This answers our f i r s t question 
and allows a pos i t i ve terminus a quo t o be established whioh would al low a 
document w r i t t e n i n June 449 to reach the desert e x i l e of Nestorius* We may 
now t u r n to consider the second question, whether or not Nestorius was f u l l y aware 
of the events of August 449. We have already p a r t l y answered the question by 
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not ing tha t he knew o f the aocount of the opening session of the counc i l . 
We can be-cer ta in tha t Nestorius was a l ive a t the time o f the 
Latrooinium for -be spent, a considerable propor t ion of Book. I I Part 2 of the 
Treatise of Heracleides dealing w i t h the treatment of Flavian during tha t t r ag ic 
a f f a i r and compared h i s own f a t e a t the General Council of Ephesus. Flavian 
died as a r e su l t o f the i l l treatment of the monks under Barsumas i n mid-August, 
218 „ . . , 219 449. Nestorius remarks: 
'By means of the l i b e r t y (accorded) by the Emperor they were doing a l l things 
by f o r c e , so tha t suddenly there came about the decease of F lav ian , distressed 
so tha t he had no respi te i n a l l the accusations against him and was amazed 
and perished. ' 
. A • .220 And again: 
'•••The Emperor was as one tha t desired not h is l i f e but wanted to punish 
him and not to keep him a l ive* And thus they brought him down by force 
and gave him to a man ( t ha t was) a murderer so as t o destroy him and t o send 
him without mercy, i n word indeed unto h i s (own)place, but i n r e a l i t y unto 
destruction* And thus be was dragged away and l e d o f f , ( w i t h strength- ) 
s u f f i c i e n t only to survive f o u r days, as men say, while every day h i s 
soul was being released from h i s body, and they counted h i s decease (as) a 
f e s t i v a l f o r them(selves).... ' 
We can thus f i r m l y es tab l i sh a terminus a quo when Nestorius was 
c e r t a i n l y a l ive as August 449, or to be more precise a time a f t e r tha t t o allow 
the news of the Latrocinium and the deposit ion of Ibas, Irenaeus, Domnus and 
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Theodoret t o reach Nestorius i n the desert . Scholars have t r i e d to es tabl i sh 
a l a t e r terminus a quo, but I propose t o show t h a t there i s nothing i n the 
Liber Heracl id is which can p o s i t i v e l y indicate tha t Nestorius himself was a l i v e 
l a t e r thaVthe end of 449. 
Bethune-Baker was rather more confident when he began an a r t i c l e : 
'The recovery of the work of Nestor ius . . . the Book of Heracleides shows con-
c lus ive ly tha t Nestorius survived the Council of Choice don. 1 
I n Session I of the Council of Chalcedon on 8 October 451 i t i s 
recorded tha t a f t e r the proceedings, th«= whole assembly broke spontaneously 
i n t o the singing of the Tr isagion. This was the f i r s t occasion when we know 
tha t i t was used. The occasion seems to be alluded t o i n the Book of Heracleides, 
but as we sha l l see i n a l a t e r sect ion, we have to discount t h i s , as the por t ions 
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which include i t are l a t e r i n t e rpo la t ions . 
Another possible piece of evidence which i s al leged t o show tha t 
Nestorius was aware of the Council of Chalcedon, i s t ha t he knew of the deposit ion 
28. 
and exile of Dioscorus, Bishop of Alexandria a f t e r C y r i l . Nestorius certainly 
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seems to allude to the downfall of Dioscorus: 
'And he who was able ( to do) everything, that i s Dioscorus, bishop of Alex-
andria, was reckoned as naught. I say indeed, as naught, since he had recourse 
to f l i g h t and was looking out (means) not to be deprived and banished into 
e x i l e . ' 
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Duchesne says: 'The las t f ac t that he has mentioned i n his 
memoirs i s a local f a c t , the f l i g h t of Diosoorus to escape deposition and exile* 
This relates to some rumour, or to some episode otherwise unknown but pr ior to 
the Council of Chalcedon. Of that Nestorius does not speak.' 
Bethune-Baker notes that i n f ac t Diosoorus attended the Council of 
Chalcedon and t r i e d to b l u f f his way through the proceedings. He was informally 
deposed on 8 October as we have Been, and was formally deprived of his o f f i ce 
at the t h i r d session f i v e days la te r . Bethune-Baker says that, although the 
Emperor issued an edict confirming the deorees on 7 February 452, he did not 
issue the decree of banishment u n t i l 6 July. He f e l t therefore that Nestorius 
wrote the passage af te r the Council but before the 'Acta' or the notice of 
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banishment had reached him i n the Upper Nile region. 
But this i s f a r too great an assumption from such a small piece of 
evidence* I n the context, the Council of Chalcedon i s not mentioned at a l l , 
, t d 
.228 
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and Nestorius has just deolared that God has replaced Caelestine by Leo, so 
that t ru th might out: 
'God allowed these things to come to pass contrariwise, that he might cause 
the bishop of Rome, who was exercising the direction of the p lo t t ing of the 
Counoil i n Rhesus against me, to pass away, and ( that) he might make him 
agree with and confirm what was said by the bishop of Constantinople.' 
Surely the Bishop of Constantinople i n question here i s Flavian, and there i s 
no doubt that Dioscorus, worried by a possible alliance between Constantinople 
and Rome, might exhibi t the anxiety which Nestorius describes with a metaphorical 
hyberbole, before the Latrocinium. He i s therefore describing the attempts of 
Flavian to win support and to defend his condemnation of Butyohes i n the period 
between the Synod of Constantinople i n November 448 and the Latrooinium. Tfco.t 
this meeting rather than the Council of Chalcedon i s the meeting to which refer-
ence i s being made seems to be confirmed by Nestorius' remarks la ter i n the 
. 229 paragraph: 
•But God...proved i t by his (the Bmptror*s)aid i n (the a f f a i r o f ) ftutyches and 
i n (that o f ) Flavian, whereby i t was seen that he gave not (permission) f o r 
an assembly to be held, and those who were assembled permitted not aught to be 
said except what they were commanded ( to say); but they condemned themselves 
29. 
also i n fear and i n ignominy.' 
Here he is certainly referr ing to the Latrocinium. 
So f a r there i s no evidence that Nestorius was wr i t ing af ter the 
Council of Chalcedon. Bethune-Baker also cites the references to the invasions 
of the barbarians together with earthquakes as evidence of a la te r death f o r 
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Nestorius. He cites i n particular the prophecy that Leo would deliver up 
the sacred vessels to buy o f f the barbarians who were surrounding Rome under 
251. 
A t t i l a i n 452. Unfortunately again this evidence cannot be counted because 
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the references to the disasters prophesied occur i n the interpolations already 
mentioned, and to which Abramowski has called attention. 
We are thus forced back i n our attempt to determine the terminus ad 
quern to the remaining question which we asked at the beginning of the discussion. 
Some scholars oite the alleged knowledge by Nestorius of the death of the Emperor 
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Theodosius I I on 28 July 450. The succession of Pulcheria, who took as 
husband and Emperor, the soldier-senator Maroian, meant an immediate swing of 
imperial favour against Eutyohes and Dioscorus. I f i t could be proved that 
Nestorius was aware of the death of Theodosius I I , he would have been aware of 
i t s p o l i t i c a l importance and the poss ib i l i ty of his own vindication at a General 
Council. .He certainly notes on one single occasion that 'Theodosius, who had 
raised himself up against God, was taken from ( the i r ) midst'• However, again, 
we have to discount th is piece of evidence as authentic to Nestorius beoause i t 
comes wi thin one of the interpolations, and no other evidence i s found to suggest 
Nestorius knew of the event, i n sections that were wri t ten by him. 
I n order to make his hypothesis work Bethune-Baker had to discount 
the evidence recorded by Evagrius of a bel ief current at the time of the Council 
255 236 of Chabedon that Nestorius was already dead. Evagrius cites a l e t t e r of 
Eustatbius of Berytus, who had been deprived because he had accepted the 
proceedings of the Latrooinium, but was la ter reinstated because he only did so 
under pressure. The extract from his l e t t e r i s important evidence: _ / 
OTTotvT'vi Voivr'erS ^fe TTe*-\w OL Tn T o u V - T fee, N t c - r o ^ ? Co\J Toe AfcnJ>* V - I -O< Tnc, Cu/oSou 
KilTfc jBoiJV : UL oC.yi.oi O L°c T l ^.tfoC.fe^oiXt.^O v r = i t £ d £ > * . * ^ K- -rvj <r U V To* ToV 
_ M.E.Reveillout translates th is passage: 2 3 7 ' l a arriverent ceux 
qui suivent avec opiniatrete le p a r t i de Nestorius et i l s se mirent a vociferer 
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oontre le concile*.*' But Bethune-Baker translates the passage: 'and those 
who u>e*« going to fetch the remains of Nestorius oame again and carried out against 
the Council, saying, Why are holy men anathematised? So that the Emperor was 
50. 
indignant and ordered his guards to drive them o f f to a distance' • He j u s t i f i e s 
th is translation because of the comment Evagriua makes immediately afterwards: 
'How then Nestorius was summoned (or recalled) when he had already departed this 
l i f e ( Tuv ivreZ 6evj/6TneT«j), I cannot t e l l * • 
I t i s true there were a l l sorts of legends about the death of 
Nestorius, including one that he died of cancer of the tongue* but these were 
no doubt, the pious hopes of his opponents* However the l e t t e r of Eustathius 
of Berytus makes i t clear that a report of Nestorius1 recent death seems to 
have been circulating at the time of the Council of Chalcedon and that his friends 
were setting o f f f o r Egypt to collect the body. Bethune-Baker relates the 
story of the dream of Macarius, bishop of Tkou, just before the council members 
were about to set o f f , a dream which appeared to come true when a messenger 
arrived with the actual news of Nestorius' death. He suggests that this was a 
case of wish-fulfi lment and that extremists of the Alexandrian parly t r i e d to 
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make sure that the rumour spread. I n support of th is theory he suggests 
that Evagrius did not make use of the la ter portions of the Treatise of Hera-
cleides, simply because he was bored with the repetions of the ear l ier sections 
and did not bother to complete his reading. This would seem to be a. l i t t l e 
harsh to the historian. However an alternative view that Evagrius had a f i r s t 
Greek edit ion which did not have the second section of Book I I seems equally 
possible. I n any case we cannot l i g h t l y dismiss a story current at the time 
that Nestorius was dead before the Council of Chalcedon. 
Having answered the questions at the beginning of our attempt to 
decide on the evidence f o r the date of the death of Nestorius, i t i s possible 
to summarise as follows* I t can be shown that Nestorius was aware of the Tome 
of Leo, and also of the events of the Latrocinium, and also of the death of 
Flavian. Fven i f we take Chadwick's view that the l a t t e r did not die u n t i l 
February 450, we have an effect ive terminus a quo* I t almost turns out to be 
the terminus ad quem also, because we cannot show: from the Book of Heracleides 
that Nestorius knew of the death of Theodosius, and either the summoning or the 
results of the Council of Chalcedon. The date of the death of Theodosius i s 
known to have been on 28 July. 450. 
We are thus l e f t with the conclusion that the las t possible evidence 
from the Treatise i t s e l f which can certainly be ascribed to Nestorius, i s that 
the Latrocinium had taken place and i t s f u l l e f fec t known. To allow this time 
to f i l t e r through to Nestorius, we must admit that he was alive and able to 
write the last section of the Treatise i n the winter 449-450* I t i s almost 
51. 
certain that he did not know that the Emperor Theodosius had died or else he 
would have included a reference to th i s , as a disciple seems to have done shortly 
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after* Everything here depends upon the extent of the interpolations* 
Possibly Nestorius knew of the Emperor's death and at least the poss ib i l i ty of a 
new council being called f o r which the Treatise may have been a br ie f f o r the 
defence i n absentia* 
The most probable view appears to be that Nestorius died some time 
i n 450 and about the same time as Theodosius • This would explain the rumours 
current i n the Alexandrian party about a possible return of Nestorius to favour 
or alternatively about his recent death* Both would f i t wel l with the growing 
fears of the extreme Alexandrians, who immediately a f te r the accession of 
Marcian and Pulcheria could see the way events would turn, even before the 
convocation of a General Council was issued* 
Therefore Nestorius ended his long exile i n the desert s t i l l 
241 
proclaiming his innocence* Some of his. humble closing remarks may be quoted: 
'But may Nestorius be anathematised; but may they say what I pray them to 
say concerning God*.* But I have endured the torment of my l i f e and a l l my 
- ( fa te) i n this world as the torment of one day and l o l I have now already 
got me to (the time of my) dissolution, and daily every day I beseeoh God 
to accomplish my dissolution, whose eyes have seen the salvation of God*' 
A concluding epitaph i s provided by Loofs: 'How r i ch the years of 
exile were i n tragic events we have seen already ( i n his f i r s t lecture)* I merely 
remark here that Nestorius i n these years was even before his death a dead man 
f o r the world - I mean the orthodox church* He now was nothing but the con-
demned heretic, nothing but the cause of offence thrust out from the people of God. 
'He was real ly not dead: he hailed with joy the change of the si tuat-
ion a f te r the robber-synod, hailed with joy Leo's l e t t e r to Flavian, hailed with 
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joy the new council he saw i n prospect. He did not l i v e to experience the 
fac t that this council, too, condemned him and that also Theodoret, who even up to 
his death held to him, was forced to consent to his condemnation. With this the 
tragedy of Nestorius' l i f e oame to an end. Now he was regarded by a l l i n the 
church as a cursed heretic; now f o r him came to pass what, according to the edict 
of 435, was to be the future of his adherents: he had not only supported the 
punishment of being covered with igraiiny during his l i f e t i m e , but also a f te r 
his death did not escape from ignominy* 
52. 
'The orthodox saw i n his sufferings nothing hut a just penalty: 
Nestorius himself called his l i f e a tragedy* I , too. used the same expression. 
But his l i f e was a tragedy only i f he was guiltless* The question as to 
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whether he was gui l t less ( w i l l concern us l a t e r ) . ' 
53. 
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Chapter Two 
WHAT ARB THE HISTORICAL REASONS FOR THE CONDEMNATION OP NESTORIUS? 
I t i s necessary f i r s t of a l l to define the l im i t s set wi th in this 
chapter. &.L.Prestige has summarised the causes of Nestorius' f a l l as : 
a. the unorthodox inferences which others drew from the extreme Antiochene 
school of thought; b. the resentment at the man and his see as upstarts. 
We azre not concerned at this juncture with the question whether the opponents 
of Nestorius were r igh t i n their judgements concerning his orthodoxy; rather 
v — y i 
we w i l l examine the p o l i t i c a l and ecclesiastical causes. While i t i s important 
to recal l with Sellers, 'yet at bottom the oonf l ic t was governed, not by the 
p o l i t i c a l , but by the religious motive, each side being f i r m l y persuaded that 
i t was f igh t ing f o r the preservation of the t ru th of the Gospel' , the di rect ly 
theological issues i n the downfall of Nestorius w i l l be reserved f o r consider-
ation i n la ter chapters. 
Rome: Old and New 
The whole conf l i c t can easily be summarised. Fear and jealousy of the 
rise i n prestige of Constantinople on the part of the ancient sees of the Church 
was the root cause of their attacks on the holders of the bishoprio of 'new 
Rome'. One7 the one side there was t rad i t ion and prestige and on the other 
p o l i t i c a l threats and the rise of upstart sees - Constantinople of course, 
but Jerusalem and Ephesus also come into the story. 
The principal upstart was New Rome. Unlike the Apostolic See of the West 
(and f o r that matter the Apostolic Sees i n the East), the See of Constantinople 
had no real claim to Apostolic foundation, though an attempt was la ter made 
to remedy this by a t t r ibut ing this to St Andrew and perhaps by the description 
of Constantino as the 'equal of the Apostles' ( l f f* ."K"oo-T©\ °S ) • This appeal 
to apostolic foundation was not an empty desire f o r prestige, but the basis f o r 
real and moral authority'. I t had been given to Constantinople largely because 
the emptors of the Eastern Roman Empire had decided to enhance the prestige of 
the bishop i n their c i v i l capital . When Constantino refounded Constantinople, 
i t was inevitable that the see of Byzantium would sometime be raised to the 
status of a Patriarchate. This was a corollary of state control over the Bhuroh. 
But i t did mean that the old authority of Rome, the capital of the West, was 
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being challenged by an upstart, and from the point of view of Rome this had 
to be resisted. Indeed the pretensions of Constantinople led to a working 
alliance between Rome and Alexandria. The axis tended to be p o l i t i c a l rather 
than theological f o r Western Christology had more i n oommon with Antioch rather 
than Alexandria. I f Leo's Tome i s any guide, Rome had greater sympathy with 
Eastern dualist Christology than with Alexandrian monism. 
I t i s a matter of continual controversy as to how great was the 
authority of the Bishop of Rome i n the early period of the Church. I t i s 
interesting to note that Cyr i l of Alexandria wr i t ing to Pope Caelestine I i n 
order to get his support calleShim 'Most Holy Father' i n spite of his own 
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seniority of consecration, and i n his l e t t e r recalled the t rad i t ion that 
serious questions were to be submitted f o r Judgement to Rome. He did not 
mention that this t rad i t ion had been ignored whenTheophilus, then Bishop of 
Alexandria, had sought to remove John Chrysostom, i n spite of the pleas of 
the Pope* 
Alexandria was not the only p l a i n t i f f to the see of Rome and we f i n d 
both contenders repeatedly wri t ing to the Pope and explaining their theological 
positions, and often attempting to prevent their opponents' mail getting through. 
I n many controversies the contestants wrote numerous let ters - to the emperors, 
to court and c i v i l o f f i c i a l s , and to bishops of other important sees, to win 
g 
support f o r their cause. Nevertheless i t does seem that many appealed to the 
Pope as a par t icular ly weighty authority, not so much because they thought he 
was a test of orthodoxy but because there was no doubt that he had considerable 
influence. Prestige neatly sums up the position: 'Rome never condoned anything 
that i t believed to be heresy; having few positive theological g i f t s of i t s 
7 
own i t maintained a f a i t h f u l guardianship over other people's.' 
Certainly i n 580 Theodosius I had proclaimed that his measure of 
orthodoxy was the f a i t h held by the two sees of Rome and Alexandria. The 
Council of Constantinople i n the following year assigned to Constantinople as 
the New Rome the place of honour i n the east that Rome enjoyed i n the weBt, a 
g 
position of pre-eminence before a l l the other sees except the Papal c i t y . 
The c i t y b u i l t by Constantino had u n t i l then no metropolitan status, much less 
that of a patriarchate. The primacy was one of respect and not of ju r i sd ic t ion 
and i t was not u n t i l the Council of Chalcedon seventy years la ter that the 
Patriarch was given metropolitan status over some bishops from the 'diocese* 
9 
of Asia Minor. 
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'That this primacy among Eastern patriarchates, did not extend to 
matters of f a i t h i s proved by the. remarkably slow progress towards universal 
recognition of_the Creed associated.with the Council of Constantinople i n 581. 
I t i s a strange fac t that i t was the Creed of the Council of Nioaea which 
remained the _ canon of . . s t r ic t orthodoxy u n t i l the Council of Chalcedon (451) 
which accepted-the Creed of Nicaea but r a t i f i e d or. gave jur isdic t ional author-
i t y to the Creed of Constantinople. 1 0 Neither the ..Council of Ephesus (45l) 
nor the-Latrocinium of 449 appealed tq any other Creed than that of Nicaea. 
Even the Home Synod called at Constantinople by Flavian against Eutyohes i n 448 
did not quote the creed of 581. Cyr i l was a s t ickler f o r the Creed of Nicaea 
as the suf f ic ient test of orthodoxy and poured scorn on Nestorius f o r a supposed 
alteration of the clause on the Incarnation. While Kellyis so lu t ion 1 1 that 
the term 'the. f a i t h of Nicaea' might have a wider, reference to orthodox creeds 
other than the Creed of Nicaea i t s e l f and while certainly both Theodore of^^> 
Mopsuestia and Nestorius used crssds which were f u l l e r than the Nicene architype 
and which overlap with the Creed.of 581, i t i s clear that neither the friends 
nor the enemies of Constantinople considered that any special doctrinal 
. significance belonged to. a Creed produced by a Council held i n the capital c i t y 
of the East u n t i l i t received ecumenical status at the Council of Chalcedon. 
But this-gradual rise of Constantinople inevitably.caused jealousy 
^ on the part of_the -Patriarchs of Home and Alexandria and they became f i r m a l l ies 
i n most disputes_bef ore the Council of Chalcedon. Rome certainly, was very 
suspicious, of ..the domination of the Church i n Constantinople by the Court,, and 
no doubt feared that .with the delicate situation i n the Western half of the 
Roman Empire., an ascendency f o r .the c i v i l authorities i n the East might mean 
that New Rome completely superseded Old Rome. 
I n 595 on the death of Theodosius I the empire was divided between 
his two sons and from then on i t i s necessary to think of the two parts of the 
Empire separately* I t has already been noted that the Church i n the East,. 
and part icularly that of Constantinople, was very much t i ed up with the Emperor. 
I n the West the situation was ent i re ly d i f fe ren t . The Papacy enjoyed a position 
of authority-much more independent of. the Empire* . The Court might, be at 
Milan or Ravenna, but i n Rome the Pope was the sole leader.. Further, the 
unstable p o l i t i c a l situation i n the West, the frequent rise of usurpers and the 
growing threat from the barbarians greatly.increased the_spiritual authority, 
and p o l i t i c a l power of the Pope* The Pope might be able to master the Western 
Emperor., but i t looked as though his brother i n Constantinople might be able to 
have greater influence with the more powerful Eastern Emperor. Naturally, the 
45. 
the Popes resented the position but, although they t r i e d to influence the eastern 
court through the western, they were not very .successful as i n the case of 
12 
Chrysostom and much la ter Flavian. They needed more powerful a l l ies i n the 
'Popes' of Alexandria. 
I n these circumstances i t was only to be expected that the Pope Caelestine 
(422-52) and his successors should have opposed the Nestorian cause when i t s 
prime ..mover was Patriarch of New Home. Papal opposition waB basically caused 
by the fear of_a new authority i n the church and a new-influence i n the c iv i l i s ed 
"Empire and, theological issues aside* this would have been enough to s t i r the 
Pope. _ I n f ac t he wrote a l e t t e r to Cyr i l i n 450 from a Soman synod which _ 
15 
made-.the following points: Nestorius' teaching was unacceptable, therefore 
his excommunications were void; therefore he must retract or step down, and 
do so wi thin ten days of receiving the l e t t e r ; he must profess the doctrine _of 
the churches .of Some and Alexandria; Cyr i l was appointed as a representative 
of Rome as well as i n his own r igh t to execute the sentence. 
. I t i s interesting to note that Nestorius had not merely to subscribe 
to the. f a i t h of Nicaea, but to the interpretation of that f a i t h by the churches 
14 
of Rome and Alexandria. We have seen how Cyr i l interpreted this order. 
Meanwhile the Papal policy of allinace-with Alexandria against Constantinople 
and.Antioch continued u n t i l just before Chalcedon when 'through his celebrated 
Tome which he now sent to Flavian, the representative of .Peter . . . . announced 
to the~world that the t radi t ional alliance-between his see and that of Alexandria 
15 
had been broken.' _ Leo realised that the t ru th was more important than, 
p o l i t i c a l manoeuvres, and that, i f Rome, held the t ru th , moderate Antiochene 
Christology was more akin to i t than the Alexandrian Christology expounded by 
tfutyches, and Dioscorus the successor of C y r i l . 
I t seems that Nestorius did himself a great injustice* much more than he 
knew, i n accepting the Pelagian exiles condemned i n the west, into communion . 
at Constantinople* Any claim on Roman sympathy was gone, and the way was open 
f o r C y r i l . By contrast at Chalcedon, Leo, affronted by the refusal to read 
his Tome at the Latrocinium, was on the rampage against Dioscorus and Eutyches. 
I t was now..clear that Rome could not simply give Alexandria carte blanche. -
We have seen how Cyr i l interpreted this order; he behaved as i f he had the 
Roman proxy vote i n his pocket. 
44. 
Chrysostom and Nestorius 
Scholars, have noted the s i m i l a r i t y of character between these tiro 
16 
holders of the see of Constantinople, and also the d i v e r s i t y of a l l iances 
which sought to remove them.. Both were monks, both came from Antioch and 
also were considerably inf luenced by the Antiochene teaching. Both were 
eloquent preachers, and John's nickname bears witness to t h i s . I t was Nest-
o r ius ' preaching, especial ly about the t i t l e 0&oroi<pj that brought him i n t o 
17 
the controversy. But Nestorius had a_greater i n t e l l e c t u a l mind than h is 
predecessor and was a .greater, speculative and creat ive theologian, though 
18 
considerably inf luenced by Theodore of Mopsuestia. 
Because .both Alexandria and Antioch had such t i g h t par ty networks there 
was not much e i the r side-could do on i t s home-ground. Constantinople therefore 
became the natural batt le-ground between the two. Constantinople was a new _ 
see without theological t r a d i t i o n s , but there was a tendency f o r Antioch to get 
i n i t s own candidates (though not always),-and as a r e su l t the Popes of Alex-
andria, tended to make t h e i r p o s i t i o n i n to l e r ab l e . Thus Gregory of Nazianzus . 
resigned i n disgust (585), Chrysostom was e x i l e d (598), Nestorius was condemned-
as a heret ic and e x i l e d ( 4 5 l ) , and Flavian died from i l l - t r e a t m e n t (449). ..There 
was usual ly an Alexandrian,c.harge d ' a f f a i r e s i n Constantinople who could be r e l i e d 
upon to s t i r up trouble at the appropriate moment, and so t h i s procedure became 
standard d r i l l . But we should note tha t not a l l the bishops of Constantinople 
were rec ru i ted from Antioch or had Antiochene c h r i s t o l o g i c a l sympathies. Often 
a balance of power between the two par t ies i n the c a p i t a l was maintained. 
There was precedent f o r an_attack on the occupant of the throne of 
Constantinople by a Patriaroh_of Alexandria. C y r i l ' s . uncle and predecessor, 
Theophilus* t r i e d i n 598 to get his-.owh candidate consecrated.bishop of Con-
s tant inople , but was fo rced to consecrate the candidate of the government's 
choice, Chrysostom, whom the imper ia l o f f i c e r s had kidnapped from Antioch f o r 
the purpose. Having f a i l e d t o prevent the e leva t ion of John, i t was l a rge ly 
the power of Alexandria , . together w i t h imper ia l disfavour, and the attacks of 
l o c a l clergy who had been d i s c ip l i ned by Chrysostom, that brought about, h is 
downfa l l . S imi l a r ly , , a f t e r a disputed candidature between the presbyter P h i l i p 
19 
and Proclus., bishop-elect of Cyzicus , i t was the Emperor Theodosius II-.who 
chose another candidate f rom'Antioch f o r the vacant see of Constantinople i n 
428, and C y r i l was faced w i t h Nestorius. 
Is idore of Pelusium seems to have been the only one of the Alexandrian 
45. 
camp who f e l t able to c r i t i c i s e h is pa t r i a rch , but what t h i s recluse had to 
say i n his l e t t e r , concerning the impression made by C y r i l a t Ephesus,_is 
20 
important: 'He i s s i s t e r ' s son to Theophilus and i n d i spos i t ion takes a f t e r _ 
him. Just as the uncle openly expended h is f u r y against the insp i red and beloved 
John, so also the_nephew seeks to set himself up i n h i s t u r n , although there i s 
considerable di f ference between the things a t -s take . 1 
There i s a l a t e r example of Alexandrian interference i n the episcopate 
of C y r i l ' s successor Dioscorus (444-51). Unlike C y r i l he .was prepared to throw 
moderation to the winds and i n the dispute over Eutyches he used every method 
21 
possible to triumph over-Flavian. At the Latrocinium i t was Diocorus t o -
gether w i t h Juvenal of Jerusalem who dominated the counci l ( j u s t as C y r i l had 
done a t his sessions of the Council of Ephesus) and condemned not only Nestorius 
and Ibas, but also Theodoret, Domnus and Flavian . The l a t t e r was to die a t 
22 
the hands of Dioscorus 1 f o l l ower s . 
Therefore we have the case of Theophilus, who was said by contemporaries . 
25 
t o have 'gone to Constantinople-to degrade Chrysostom', We have the pressures 
of C y r i l against_N.estorius. We have the i l l - t r e a t m e n t and murder, .of Flavian 
to l ay at the f e e t of Dioscorus. And,, a t an e a r l i e r date (579) we f i n d that 
Peter, Pat r iarch of Alexandria had t r i e d to put h i s candidate i n place of Gregory 
of Nazianzus. I n the case of Chrysostom the Court a l l i e d w i t h Alexandria 
against..the holder of the throne.of Constantinople (and thereby Ant ioch) . . I n 
the case of Nestorius* i t was Alexandria and Rome against .Antioch and a re luc tant 
Court. ... I n both cases the basic opposit ion came, f rom Alexandria. What then... 
were the reasons,why the Alexandrian patr iarchs were so opposed to t h e i r brothers 
a t Constantinople and why i n p a r t i c u l a r d i d C y r i l have a grudge against Nestorius? 
24 
l e must now tu rn to examine h is motives i n t h i s case. 
Like the Pope of Rome, the Pope of Alexandria f e l t threatened by the. 
sudden_rise of the Bishop_of Constantinople* Rome had the apostol ic au thor i ty 
of Peter and Paul, and Alexandria claimed the foundation of Mark, the ' i n t e r p r e t e r 
of Pe ter ' , but Constantinople had only acquired the r e l i c s of Andrew and Luke 
i n .557. _ Also Alexandria..could boast St Athanasius who almost_.alone had defended 
the cause of orthodoxy when most of the Fast, inc luding the see of Constant-
inople-was under the sway of Arianism (c.557-80.). The Bishop of Alexandria was 
sole metropolitan of Egypt and "could command the-support of i t s desert monks 
and his suffragan bishops. The re la t ions between the bishops of Alexandria and 
the monks of Egypt was p a r t i c u l a r l y close* Athanasius had a l ike supported and 
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been supported by them during his ex i l e s . C y r i l wrote h is f i r s t l e t t e r i n 
46 
26 the Nestorian controversy to the monks of Egypt. Dioscorus however a l i e n -
ated them by h is f i n a n c i a l exactions from them..~. JTusebius of Nicomedia said 
tha t a bishop of Alexandria was ' a r i c h man and powerful and able to do 
27 
anything. ' Cer ta in ly C y r i l ' s power Seems to have been very great when f o r 
obvious reasons he sought the downfall of Nestorius, and, at the time of the 
28 
Council of ??phesus, he was accused of b r i b i n g the court o f f i c i a l s . This 
upstar t Constantinople w i t h another of i t s 'golden mouthed' bishops was a blow 
to h is prestige and the au thor i ty of h is see* By dealing w i t h Nestorius, 
C y r i l hoped both to s t r ike Constantinople by showing i t s bishop was not sound 
i n the f a i t h and to enhance the prestige of Alexandria by showing the s tedfast-
ness of i t s orthodoxy. 
There was the added threa t tha t Nestorius was f o l l o w i n g up the cause 
29 
of some Alexandrian clergy i n Constantinople. A f t e r he had w r i t t e n the t h i r d 
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l e t t e r to Nestorius w i t h i t s 12 anathemas there was also the p o s s i b i l i t y of a 
51 
counter-charge against him. Duchesne says: 'As to the proceedings w i t h 
which he was threatened, C y r i l was inwardly more concerned than he was w i l l i n g 
to avow.' Therefore f o l l o w i n g ,-tbe lead of h is uncle, C y r i l used a coup de force 
by pu t t i ng himself i n the judgement seat to avoid being accused, and he openly 
said: 'Le t not t h i s poor creature imagine tha t I sha l l al low myself to be t r i e d 
by him, whatever may be the type of accusers he w i l l h i r e against me. The roles 
w i l l be reversed. I sha l l refuse to recognise h i s j u r i s d i c t i o n , and I s h a l l 
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know w e l l enough how to compel him to make h is own defence.' 
I n the dogmatic l e t t e r w i t h i t s twelve anathemas attached, C y r i l 
demanded tha t Nestorius should a f f i r m not so much the f a i t h of the universal 
church, but of the Alexandrianchuroh, though t h i s was also held to be the proper 
55 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the Creed of Nioaea both by east and west. But C y r i l 
displayed a f u r t h e r reason f o r h i s attack when he held up Alexandria as the norm 
of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , f o r Nestorius was an exponent of the extreme p o s i t i o n of 
54 
Antiochene Christology, the r i v a l school. The Emperor decided, however, tha t 
55 
the whole dispute should be s e t t l e d i n the context of an oecumenical counc i l . 
The Pat r iarch of Alexandria might claim the in t e rp re t e r of Peter as 
his forerunner, but the Pat r iarch of Ant ioch, l i k e the Pope could poin t to the 
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Apostle himself being recorded i n Antioch; and he might have argued tha t 
whereas Alexandria had produced Athanasius the champion of orthodoxy, i t had 
also fos tered the. heresy of Apol l ina r ius ( and was l a t e r to produce !?utyches). 
47. 
John of Antioch (428-41) had a huge 'diocese* under h is sway and he 
too could count on the support of monks - those of Syr ia . I n 451 he had no 
57 
hes i t a t ion i n excommunicating C y r i l . Like Nestorius he had venerated the 
teaching of Theodore of Mopsuestia, although he r e l i e d heavi ly f o r h is doc t r i na l 
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statements on Theodoret of Cyrus. I t was not surpr is ing tha t he could not 
allow Antiochene Christology to decline before tha t of Alexandria. But i n 
add i t ion to the two r i v a l schools of Christology, the whole question of the 
prestige of the two ancient patriarchates was a t stake* By supporting 
Nestorius, John was defending Antioch, j u s t as by at tacking Nestorius, C y r i l 
was at tacking an Antiochene. when the Antiochene pos i t i on seemed to be secured 
i n the Formulary of Reunion. John f e l t r e l u c t a n t l y able to abandon Nestorius 
59 
(though a few l i k e Theodoret d i d not) and t h i s r e a l l y sealed the deposition 
of the former Pa t r ia rch of Constantinople* 
I t may also be shown tha t theambition of Juvenal of Jerusalem and 
Memnon of Ephesus also served to ass is t the downfal l of Nestorius. Of Juvenal 
40 
Duchesne says: 'This ambitious prelate was engaged a t tha t time i n t r y i n g to 
create a Patriarchate f o r himself a t the expense of Antioch; i t was a matter of 
grave moment to him not to of fend the ecc l e s i a s t i ca l potentate of Alexandria . ' 
Further explanation i s not needed, but Juvenal was not so much the henchman 
41 
of C y r i l as Memnon of Ephesus. The ancient see of Ephesus had me t ropo l i t i c a l 
status but the bishops of Constantinople were anxious to at tach to t h e i r own 
obedience the two 'dioceses' of Asia and Pontus. I n h is enthusiasm to remove 
Nestorius, Memnon was w i l l i n g to share imprisonment w i t h C y r i l by h i s whole-
42 
hearted support i n the See where the Council had gathered. 
Imperia l Pressure 
I n the East Church and State were considered v i r t u a l l y to be one. 
I t was the Emperor who had ca l l ed the oecumenical councils and r a t i f i e d t h e i r 
canons and declarat ions. Theodosius I had nominated Chrysostom f o r the see of 
Constantinople i n 598, and i t was Theodosius I I who nominated N e s to r ius to the 
same see t h i r t y years l a t e r . Chrysostom had l o s t the support of the Court 
through h is uncompromising preaching; Nestorius had s l igh ted Pulcheria by 
re fus ing her the honours which she thought her due as a consecrated v i r g i n . 
Ac tua l ly f o r the f i r s t par t of his re ign Theodosius I I was a minor, and f rom 
414 h is s l i g h t l y older s i s t e r had been named Augusta. I t was the l a t e r r i v a l r y 
between brother and s i s t e r which l a i d the court open to in t r igues and bribes 
45 
from both sides. I n t h i s Alexandria had considerably more resources than 
Constantinople. 
48. 
C y r i l not only used t h i s method of inducement to win the support of 
the Emperor; he also roused the monks around Constantinople under Dalmatius of 
the monastry of Isaac to t r y to influence the court and c i t i zens of Constantin-
ople* Meanwhile a t Ephesus Count Candidian was seeking ra ther unsuccessfully 
to prevent the moves of C y r i l . His successor Count John arrested Nestorius, 
C y r i l and Memnon i n order to maintain the balance of power, but be was not able 
to reconcile them and rea l i sed only the Emperor could do t h i s . But the Emperor 
was powerless against the combined pressures of Rome and Alexandria. I t i s . 
i n t e res t ing to note tha t the reason why the C y r i l l i n e sessions came to be 
regarded as the oecumenical counci l of Ephesus (though not s p e c i f i c a l l y by the 
Emperor) was not ".tKot- Hie. . representatives of the Imper ia l in teres ts had 
been present a t them and r a t i f i e d t h e i r proceedings, but t h e i r acceptance by 
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the three legates of Caelestine on a r r i v a l . 
I n f a c t Theodosius I I had an amateur in t e res t i n theology, though 
t h i s was o f t e n surpassed by h i s other i n t e r e s t - hunting! His a t t i tude was 
not completely consistent . I f Loofs i s correct he ca l l ed the Council a t the 
request of Nestorius and was not best pleased w i t h his Pa t r ia rch when things 
turned out badly. His a t t i t ude a t the Latrocinium was wholly d i f f e r e n t from' 
h is i n i t i a l support of Nestorius. His influence was r e a l l y balanced o f f by tha t 
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ofthe princesses. Despite her personal antipathy to N e s to r ius i t i s almost 
ce r t a in tha t Pulcheria had dua l i s t tendencies, and t h i s i s confirmed by the new 
t u r n of events which were to lead to the Council of Chalcedon. Thus the Court 
was d iv ided. Before Ephesus C y r i l ' s move i n w r i t i n g separate t rea t i ses to 
the princesses as w e l l as to the Emperor himself grea t ly displeased Theodosius. 
Nestorius was sent back to Antioch a f t e r the Council of Ephesusj bu t , 
although C y r i l was s t i l l 'deposed', he managed to escape back to Alexandria. 
As C y r i l and John of Antioch had not been brought i n t o communion again a t Ephesus, 
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Aris tolaus was entrusted to b r ing t h i s about. Now imper ia l pressures were 
able to make the leaders seek r e c o n c i l i a t i o n ; C y r i l adopted a p o l i c y of moder-
a t i o n and i n 455 he and John were brought i n t o communion on the basis of the 
Formulary of Reunion. At t i tudes to Nestorius had changed, C y r i l had been 
u n o f f i c i a l l y accepted back i n t o h is see* Antioch was fo rced to abandon 
Nestorius i n order to achieve peace w i t h the res t of the church and to have most 
of i t s own view-points accepted alongside moderate Alexandrian Chris tology. 
Maximianus, the new Patr iarch of Constantinople,was quite content w i t h the 
s i t u a t i o n as long as Nestorius was f i r m l y re jec ted and o f f i c i a l l y deprived. 
Xyxtus of Rome (452-40) was del ighted w i t h the way things had turned out . 
49. 
Only a few of h is f r i ends were prepared to stand by Nestorius f o r a l i t t l e 
47 
while longer. 
The story of Nestorius' deposit ion i s not quite concluded. Dioscorus 
48 
hounded his fo l lowers u n t i l even Theodoret abandoned his f r i e n d . I n t h i s 
he was assisted by the f a c t that Pulcheria had been banished to a convent and 
the weak Theodosius was dominated by the Grand Chamberlain, Chrysaphius (441-50). 
49 
His downfall was brought about a f t e r the accidental death of the Emperor. 
I t was t h i s which made i t possible f o r Pulcheria and Marcian to ensure tha t 
Constantinople should be the seat of the government of the church as w e l l of the 
50 
s ta te . Also as Sel lers says: 'storms i n the west d i d not deter Marcian and 
Pulcheria from embarking on t h e i r a mbit ious attempt once f o r a l l tp put an 
end to the doc t r i na l controversies, which f o r so long had been a f f e c t i n g the 
wel l -being of Eastern Christendom.' I t i s a curious quirk of f a t e tha t e i t he r 
Nestorius himself or a t leas t an ea r ly i n t e rpo la to r appears able to declare 
i n the Book of Heracleides tha t whereas the Council might not have re ins ta ted 
51 
him, i t had i n d i r e c t l y vindicated h is Christology. 
Thus ends the tragedy of Nestorius, and i t w i l l have been seen tha t 
qpart from any actual or assumed heresy on h is pa r t the force of circumstances 
and the pressure of opponents would have made any excuse a possible means of 
securing his downfa l l . As an Antiochene he might have expected Alexandrian 
opposi t ion, and he l o s t Roman support by ecc le s i a s t i ca l tactlessness. What 
made h is downfall h i s t o r i c a l l y inevi tab le was a combination of the ambitions 
and fears of the great sees l e d by Alexandria and Rome and the v a c i l l a t i o n s 
of a divided Court a t Constantinople i t s e l f . Unlike Chrysostom who was 
theo log ica l ly blameless i n Alexandrian eyes, Nestorius gave a handle to them 
over the question of the 9ton><o$ , which was based on a Christology i n 
extreme opposit ion to tha t of Alexandria. Theological reasons apart there 
were s u f f i c i e n t p o l i t i c a l , soc ia l and ecc le s i a s t i ca l reasons f o r h is f a l l f rom 
the throne of Constantinople. 
I t i s therefore necessary to t u r n now to examine the theologica l 
background to the Nestorian c r i s i s . 
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Chapter Three THE CHRISTOLOGICAL CONCEPTS AND VOCABULARY t)F THE ANTIOCHENE 
TRADITION AND OF ITS OPPONENTS TO THE TIME OF THE N E S T O R I A N 
CONTROVERSY. 
The Council of Nicaea (525) opened up a new era i n theologica l debate. 
The establishment of a norm w i t h regard to a t leas t the f i r s t two persons of the 
T r i n i t y (the doctrine of the Holy S p i r i t was f u r t h e r c l a r i f i e d a t Constantinople 
i n58 l ) heralded a new d i v i s i o n over the personal i ty of Jesus Chr i s t . Theology 
( i n the s t r i c t sense of the doctrine of the T r i n i t y ) gave place to Christology 
i n the important debates of the Fourth and F i f t h centuries. Even Arianism 
had strands of a Chr i s to log ica l heresy as w e l l as a T r i n i t a r i a n e r ro r . 
Just as the ea r ly debate on the G-odhead was closely l i nked to an 
examination of the Divine Economy, so Christology emanated from Soteriology 
and Anthropology i n the works of the post-Nicene per iod . 
Debates were staged between exponents of two basic schools of thought 
which have t r a d i t i o n a l l y be°n designated Alexandrian and Antiochene. We sha l l 
see that such a d i v i s i o n i s f a r more complex than might a t f i r s t appear. Just 
as some scholars use d i f f e r e n t terms to d i s t ingu ish the r i v a l s , so thapattern 
became more and more involved and some of the Fathers seemed to s i t l i g h t l y 
w i t h i n t h e i r own t r a d i t i o n and even to span both streams. These other d i s -
t inguish ing terms are 'Monist* and ' D u a l i s t 1 , ' u n i t i v e ' and ' . d i v i s i v e ' , or 
( w i t h Gr i l lme ie r ) 'Logos-sarx' and 'Logos-anthropos'. As can be seen they a l l 
stem from attempts to re la te the divine and human f ac to r s i n the Person of our 
Lord. 
From the beginning there was a considerable amount of agreement between 
the two t r a d i t i o n s . Both sides held the normal Greek view of an absolute Being 
who was i nc o r rup t i b l e , immortal, impassible. Both sides accepted the d e f i n i t i o n s 
of God as ' three persons i n one substance* - Apol l ina r ius and Diodore were both 
staunch Nicenes. Both sides saw the l o g i c a l connection between the need f o r 
Man's redemption, and the answer to t h i s i n the Incarnat ion (and the Eucharist) 
through God's grace and Man's response. I t i s true w i t h i n t h i s framework they 
approached from d i f f e r e n t viewpoints as we sha l l See, and i t i s v i t a l to see 
t h e i r differences w i t h i n the perspective of t h i s common ground. 
To take the example, of what each group meant by ' redemption' , we may 
say tha t i n broad and simple terms, the Alexandrians thought ' o f man's redemption 
55. 
i n terms of his d e i f i c a t i o n 1 ( t ha t i s i n c o r r u p t i b i l i t y ) , whereas f o r Antiochenes 
i t was a conversion of the w i l l leading to the res to ra t ion of man's o r i g i n a l 
moral harmony. The f i r s t was more onto logica l or myst ica l ; the second was 
c l ea r ly e t h i c a l . I t has therefore been said tha t Alexandrian thought was a 
form of Chr i s t i an Platonism, and Antiochene thought was more i n the t r a d i t i o n 
of a Chr i s t i an Ar i s to te l i an i sm; or else the f i r s t was more H e l l e n i s t i c , and 
the second more Hebraic. But the d i v i s i o n was not merely one of words or 
method; t h e i r s t a r t i n g points were d i f f e r e n t . 
The Alexandrians took the p ic ture of Chr is t i n the Johannine w r i t i n g s 
as t h e i r pa t te rn . They began w i t h the Discarnate Logos and moved i n t o the 
p a r t i c u l a r i t y of the Incarnate by deductive methodology. The a c t i v i t y of the 
Logos was thus divided v e r t i c a l l y . I n contrast the Antiochenes began w i t h the 
Synoptic view of the Man (the Incarnate Logos) and moved towards the uncondit-
ioned Logos w i t h induc t ion . Because of t h e i r basic premise tha t a deep and 
(almost) unbridgeable gu l f exis ted between G-od and man, t h e i r d i v i s i o n of the 
a c t i v i t y of the Logos may be seen h o r i z o n t a l l y . The Alexandrians stressed the 
un i ty of the Person of Chr is t but tended e i the r to r e s t r i c t the humanity of 
Chris t or else to give i t no theologica l importance. The Antiochenes put the 
accent upon the humanity but the forms of un i ty proposed were not able to contain 
the d u a l i t y which they emphasised. 
Before examining the two schools any more deeply, i t i s necessary to 





' . . . i n se t t ing out to present the G-ospel to the wor ld , Chr i s t i an teachers were 
compelled to use terms w i t h which tha t world was f a m i l i a r . This , however, i s 
not to say tha t they took over the ideas w i t h which these terms were associated 
among the Greeks.' 
Terminology was s t i l l somewhat p l a s t i c or f l u i d even i n F i f t h century 
Christology. I n T r i n i t a r i a n thought i t had been c rys ta l i sed but the same terms 
were not used so conf iden t ly i n Christology. The Council of Alexandria (562) 
under the influence of Athanasius, reached agreement upon the view tha t whatever 
th«» o r i g i n a l meaning of the terms under review, henceforth i n 'Theology' the 
Oneness of God would be expressed by oOo-uk. and ; the Threeness by TTgoroiGas/ 
or UTTO o~rota-cc. The use of vocabulary was f u r t h e r complicated by the use of 
54. 
L a t i n terms and t h e i r Greek p a r a l l e l s . 
c1 Bethune-Baker defines 'Substantia ' as ' t h a t by which anything subsists 
or e x i s t s , or the essence or underlying p r i n c i p l e by which each res i s what i t 
A 
i s ' . He then notes ' t h i s comes to be an easy periphrasis f o r the th ing i t s e l f ' . 
I t can therefore mean the same as or unoa-rote-iS (though the o r i g i n a l meaning 
of uTTocrT<*0-15 w a s closer to tha t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ) . The L a t i n t rans la t ions of 
the Greek of Irenaeus have ' substant ia ' f o r both words. B»thune-Baker then 
goes on to show the l a t e r use of the term and of i t s connection and use w i t h 
'Na tu re ' : 5 
'The di f ference which T e r t u l l i a n defines . . . . between substantia and the 
nature of substantia p r a c t i c a l l y held i t s ground throughout the l a t e r movements 
of L a t i n theology. Substantia i s the term regu la r ly employed to express the 
being o f God - the Godhead i n i t s e l f * as a d i s t i n c t e n t i t y . The substantia 
has i t s own natura which i s inseparable from i t , but i t i s not i t s nature. The 
d i s t i n c t i o n does not seem to have been b lur red i n L a t i n as the d i s t i n c t i o n 
between o5o*i«t and ^uais and wivocrT^cis and tr^oertsrrov were sometimes i n Greek. 
Natura does not appear to be used as 4>6cns wasfor example by Apol l ina r ius and 
to some extent by C y r i l ( e .g . i n h is anathemas against Nestorius, the d i s t i n c t i o n 
between Crtv ooToio" «$ and <|>6«ri5 i s uncer ta in) . Marius renders the UTTDO-TO<I»-IS 
of C y r i l sometimes by substantia, sometimes by subs is tent ia j while C y r i l ' s use 
of (^uo-if , understood by Nestorius i n i t s proper sense* was obviously so unguarded 
and lacking i n prec is ion tha t i t was a t times equivalent to ^nocrTrf<ri^ or person. 
'The re ten t ion of the d i s t i n c t i o n i s most p l a i n l y perceived i n the expression 
of the doctrine of the Person of Chr is t - the union of the Godhead and the 
Manhood. L a t i n theologians hesitate to speak of the union of the two natures 
merely* 3f they do not employ the term substantia, speaking of the substantia 
of Godhead and the substantia of manhood as uni ted i n the person of the Son, they 
use some other phrase to represent i t rather than natura . . . . Leo, though be 
f r e e l y uses utraque natura, i s c a r e f u l to mark h is f u l l meaning by adding ' e t 
substantia' to natura, and by interchanging w i t h i t the expression utraque forma 
- forma conveying a more d e f i n i t e conception of an actual e n t i t y (a substant ia l 
existence) than natura. 
These remarks on substantia have been quoted a t length because they 
i l l u s t r a t e a po in t which applies to the use of other terms. Both terms oucriU 
C I 
and inrotrre/arij c a n mean something which i s e i the r generic or s p e c i f i c . I n 
secular usage uTToc-Tcto-iy meant a statue, a staging post on the imper ia l road, 
the sediment or dregs of wine. Socrates noted tha t i t was a popular word and 
not a s t r i c t l y phi losophical coinage. I t could na tu r a l l y move i n t o replace 
the spec i f i c use of oacm which was used by A r i s t o t l e both i n the spec i f i c and 
the generic sense* an ambiguity which the Church took over. By der iva t ion the 
s i m i l a r , though not i d e n t i c a l , d ifferences of meaning can be traced both w i t h 
regard to 9*->o-tj and itfoo-tJTtW . We now t u r n to these terms and examine them 
i n more d e t a i l . 
55. 
7 ' 
1 . OVCTlai . 
This was a phi losophical term used both by Plato and by A r i s t o t l e . I n 
i t s primary sense i t means d i s t i n c t i v e i n d i v i d u a l i t y , p a r t i c u l a r existence, and 
r e a l l y an i n d i v i d u a l . A r i s t o t l e used i t to mean r ea l concrete existence and 
thus a class of th ings . But he also used i t to denote a class concept, tha t 
which a l l members of a p a r t i c u l a r genus had i n common w i t h each other. I f we 
f o l l o w through the generic sense which A r i s t o t l e derived from i n d i v i d u a l pa r t -
i c u l a r existence to a class of things i t could mean 1 that which i s common among 
a group of p a r t i c u l a r s ' . I t i s i n t h i s sense tha t i t came to mean 'substantia* 
and thus gave r i s e to the orthodox use of oyoo6cn.o<; . I n Stoic c i r c l e s oScru*. 
could also be used of the fundamental ground s t u f f out of which a number of 
e n t i t i e s could be constructed. 
2. Urro er Tot a-1 s . 
A metaphysical term which was l a t e r introduced to the scene. I n i t s 
act ive sense i t means ' t h a t which gives support' hence a p a r t i c u l a r object or 
i n d i v i d u a l . The Alexandrians f o l l o w i n g T r i n i t a r i a n usage used i t to mean t h i s 
i n Christology, but the Antiochenes were more re luc tan t . I n the passive sense 
however (and Tat ian used i t i n the sense of 'substratum') i t means ' t h a t which 
underlies 1, ' the underlying p r i n c i p l e or essence, tha t gives r e a l i t y to a t h ing 
and const i tutes i t what i t i s ' , hence ' the mat te r ' , ' f ounda t i on ' , or ' r e a l i t y 
and genuineness'. Although the Alexandrians used i t i n t h i s sense a lso , i t 
was r e a l l y the word the Antiochenes used to express the concrete r e a l i t y of 
G-odhead and manhood i n Chr i s t . We can thus understand C y r i l ' s use of the phrase 
'one incarnate hypostasis (o r physis) of the Logos'* When he spoke of union 
according to hypostasis or physis he made the f o l l o w i n g equation: oirocrT<<e-i^ = 
TTpoerwrcov'. de Durand says the union i s made more precise by c a l l i n g i t 
Q 
' r e a l union 1 or 'phys ica l un ion ' . 
f s < ' 
The double meanings of both ouco. and UTTO<TT*C-\% have now been 
made apparent. Origen t r i e d to d i s t ingu ish the two, but t h e i r use as equiva-
len ts was too f i r m l y rooted. 'So the framers of the Creed of Nicaea and i t s 
anathemas s t i l l used overt* and 6TTo'c"n*ffi<; as synonyms...' Later usage to 
which the Synod of Alexandria gave formal recogni t ion could d i s t ingu i sh the two 
by r e s t r i c t i n g oJ<r(u to tha t wherein the Godhead was one Godhead and applying 
UTTOo--rc<B-f{ to tha t wherein the Godhead was three. For those who maintained 
the older equivalence of ousia and hypostasis to speak of Tg>ei.$ oTTocr-Wi^ might 
seem to border on t r i t h e i s m . The Synod regarded both usages as l eg i t imate and 
recognised tha t despite the differences i n terminology both sides sought to 
remain f a i t h f u l to the substance of the Creed of Nicaea. Yet T p e i j uicoo-r«<ret 
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was so obviously use fu l tha t i t became increasingly widely used and the older 
use of hypostasis as equivalent to ousia s tead i ly dropped out of account i n 
T r i n i t a r i a n contexts, and so the agreement was not permanent. Thus the two 
terms ovoi* and ufto&-nnr>t expressed respect ively the one G-odhead and the forms 
of i t s existence, the manner of being of each of the Persons. By analogy i n 
Christology 'Man' i s oy<n<*. , a p a r t i c u l a r man i s im-o'o-rw;d-i^ ? 
5. <|>Jcri_£. 
Q 
Sellers says that i t i s 'an empir ical rather than a phi losophical t e rm ' . 
I t i s found i n popular use to mean nature. I t could be used i n the same two 
senses as 06en* and utroc-To<c-ip. I n the f i r s t place i t could mean an 
i n d i v i d u a l , the person himself (= prosopon). I n i t s generic sense i t was 
equivalent to substantia, e .g. ' d iv ine na ture ' , 'nature of Godhead', 'our nature' 
Apol l inar ius used i t i n the f i r s t sense and so d i d the l a t e r Alexandrians, e .g. 
1 on© nature a f t e r the un ion ' . As de Riedmatten points out"^ there i s a 
di f ference between the use of ^u<rij by Apbl l ina r ius and C y r i l . The basic idea 
of the verb fovt = ' I grow or p lan t ' f rom which <^u<nj i s derived, Apol l ina r ius 
used i n a dynamic sense. For him the Logos was To i j y e p o i / i K o v / , the 
d i rec t ive p r i n c i p l e , almost the 'growing po in t ' w i t h i n the Incarnate Lord. By 
the time of C y r i l the term had become ontologica l and ceased to be dynamic. 
Whether in te rpre ted dynamically or o n t o l o g i c a l l y the Alexandrians used 4>oo-if 
i n the f i r s t or spec i f i c sense. The Antiochenes however prefer red to give i t 
a generic meaning. This di f ference of usage was a f r u i t f u l source of confus-
i o n i n the Chr i s to log ica l controversy between the two schools. 
' 11 4. TTpo CTurrCoy/ . 
' I n regard to the L a t i n word persona the most important f a c t to notice 
i s tha t , during the period w i t h which we have to deal , i t p r a c t i c a l l y never 
means what 'person' means i n popular modern usage* The sense of persona i s 
d i f f e r e n t , even when i t seems to be used very nearly i n the sense of 'person ' , 
and when through .the poverty of language i t has no other representative i n 
Fnglish as adequate as 'person*. I t i s always - even i n such oases - a person 
looked a t from some d i s t i n c t i v e po in t of view, a person i n p a r t i c u l a r circum-
stances; and the word conveys the not ion much more of the environment than of 
the subject . 
' I n i t s primary meaning i t s i g n i f i e d an ac tor ' s mask, then the ac tor ' s 
pa r t , and then a ro le assumed by somebody. I n a secondary sense i t was the 
equivalent of condicio, status, munus, e .g . slaves were64irpo«r*»sroL* "Not of 
course tha t i t i s concerned as separate from l i v i n g subject or agent, but tha t 
a t t en t ion i s f i x e d on the character or f u n c t i o n rather than on the subject or 
agent". T e r t u l l i a n used i t f o r status, character, par t f u n c t i o n : 
- 1 f i n d both i n th* Gospels and i n the Spist les a v i s i b l e and an i n v i s -
i b l e G-od, w i t h the recogni t ion of a clear f u n c t i o n a l d i s t i n c t i o n i n the condi t-
i on of each, i . e . the mode of existence o f , status of each ( 'sub manifesta e t 
porsonai i d i s t inc t ione condi t i c ion is utruisque' ) . " (adv. Prax. 15) ' . 
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The h i s to ry of TTjpo<rfc>Trw i s s i m i l a r . I t was tho t r ans l a t i on of persona 
i n Greek theology, and could have Served, apart f rom the use made of the term 
by the Sabellians to express the temporary manifestations of the Godhead. The 
quest f o r another term which was not suspectible of a Sabellian construction 
u l t i m a t e l y l e d to the se lect ion of hypostasis. 
The word TrpocwiTDtf was non-metaphysical and non-technical . We may 
summarise the three uses derived from the Semitic o r i g i n e F i r s t , i t meant 
•face ' and so 'presence'• Second,it r e f e r r ed to external appearance and 
hence the ' i n d i v i d u a l i t y ' or 'ownness' of a person - ' the external being or 
12 
i n d i v i d u a l s e l f as presented to an onlooker. ' T h i r d , i t was the i nd iv idua l 
h imself . These varying uses were continued by the Antiochenes and therefore 
i t i s necessary to ask whether a theologian i s th ink ing of something r ea l or 
15 
j u s t an appearancee Sellers points out t h a t , although the Alexandrians 
sometimes used i t i n the older sense* they usual ly avoided i t (unl ike the 
Antiochenes) i n doc t r i na l discussion. 
The main d i f ference of Nestcrius from Theodore of Mopsuestia i s i n the 
way he developed t h i s term* I n P h i l . 2 . 5 - 1 1 he subdivided Trpoc-wn-oV i n t o 
<r^ n||j<)( and po^x^ • Although t h i s term unl ike the other ithree does not take on 
any generic sense i n add i t ion to i t s - i n d i v i d u a l Sense, we f i n d Nestorius using 
i t i n two ways. He could, say tha t each ol&i*. must have i t s own tr^oc-un-ov/ , and 
also he bases h is whole theory of the u n i t y of Chr i s t ' s person on the same 
term - the so ca l l ed 'Prosopic union' which he holds against C y r i l ' s 'Na tu ra l ' 
14 
or 'Hypostatic Union'• 
The Alexandrian School of Christology 
I t i s important to note f i r s t tha t Gr i l lme ie r prefers the double frame-
work 'Logos-sarx' and 'Logos-anthropos' to describe the developments of 
Christology from Origen to the Council of Ephesus and beyond. He points out 
tha t th&Se So not e n t i r e l y coincide. With the downfal l of the two here t i ca l 
forms of Logos-sarx' Christology (Arianism and Apoll inarianism) and the over-
shadowing of the t h i r d , oarthodox, form (which had found an o u t l e t i n Athanasius) 
15 
thifi/y the growth of 'Logos-anthropos' Christology began r e a l l y to tak« r o o t . 
However, f o r th« moment we s h a l l examine the two strands as they ar» 
t r a d i t i o n a l l y set out , and l a t e r study those ind iv idua l s who are the forerunners 
and contemporaries of Nestorius. 
58. 
According to Sellers Alexandrian doctors began w i t h two basic 
. . , 16 p r i n c i p l e s : 
(1) ' I n Jesus Chr i s t , the Logos, while remaining what he was, has, f o r our 
s a l v a t i o n , uni ted manhood to himself , thereby making i t h is own; He i s not , 
therefore , two Persons, but one Person, the Logos himself i n h is incarnate 
s t a t e . ' 
(2) ' I n Jesus Chr i s t , the two elements of Godhead and manhood, each w i t h i t s 
proper t ies , are to be recognised; therefore , since these remain i n t h e i r 
union i n his Person, any idea of confusion or of change i n respect of these 
elements must be e l imina ted . ' 
i . One Person - the Logos 
'The fundamental p r i n c i p l e of Monism which represents indeed t h e i r 
permanent con t r ibu t ion to Christology can be summarised i n the words of the 
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judicious Hooker "One Chr is t and He d i v i n e " . ' This one Person i s seen 
as the Logos i n two phases - the Logos s i m p l i c i t e r and the Logos q u a l i f i e d . 
For Origen the Logos was the image of God and the soul was the 
image of the Logos. Uni ty i n Chr i s t i s achieved through the soul of Chr is t 
as a mediator between the Logos and the sarx, and was already uni ted w i t h the 
Logos from e t e r n i t y through a d i r ec t v i s i o n of love . 
The Christology of Athanasius fo l lows; the Alexandrian l i n e and has 
two main points - Jesus Chr is t i s a divine person, and i n him God became man. 
The Son of God was sent from heaven and became man as Jesus Chr i s t , but t h i s 
d i d not mean there was a change i n the divine Logos. S imi l a r l y the 'Statement 
of B e l i e f of the Origenist bishops opposed to Paul of Samosata speaks of 
18 ? ' 'one and the same Being'* Sellers says tha t Athanasius used the term ou<ri<* 
the word the philosophers used i n t h e i r classrooms, bu t , i t should be observed, 
ho used i t i n i t s simple meaning of ' b e i n g ' : 'When we hear " I am tha t I am 1 1,' 
he says, 'we understand the oucrw. of Him tha t i s ' . The Origenist bishops 
used oucriA to mean a p a r t i c u l a r e n t i t y (= Trpoo-wrrov ) and a s imi l a r use i s 
found i n Apol l ina r ius i n h is contest w i t h Diodore* 
Apol l inar ius was cer ta in on the matter: ' I f then He who was born 
of the Holy V i r g i n i s ca l l ed one, and i t i s he "through whom are a l l th ings" , 
he i s one person ((JU* 900-15 €.O"TLV / since i t i s impossible to divide one 
TTpocrcj'TVW i n t o two. For i n the Incarnation (Cotg>Kcoo-i<; ) the body i s 
not a separate person (tbiot ^ 0 0 - 1 $ ^ neither i s the Godhead; bu t , j u s t as one 
man i s one person (j-"<* <f>ocri^ ) , so also i s he who became i n the likeness of 
19 
man, even C h r i s t . ' 
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C y r i l borrowed a phrase of Apol l inar ius (be l i ev ing i t to be of 
Athanasian o r i g i n ) , namely: 'plat <j>uo~tS TOO c9eeu Aoyoo creo-ocptcoj y e v 
Sometimes utTb6rrus-i^ was subst i tu ted f o r ^Curti and t h i s brought i t nearer 
to the Chalcedonian D e f i n i t i o n * By l a t e r standards the basic formula was 
ce r t a in ly he re t i ca l though i t might j u s t be defended by t r e a t i n g the p a r t i c i p l e 
as covering a f u l l human nature. "ffven here, however, as Duchesne shrewdly 
notes, ' i f you mean to assert two natures i t i s as w e l l not to begin by saying 
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there i s only one*' Nevertheless i t i s quite v a l i d to see the Logos as the 
underlying d i r ec t ive p r i n c i p l e . o f Jesus Chr i s t . But whereas the Antiochenes 
employed a hor izonta l cross-sectioning of the Incarnate Logos i n t o two simul-
taneous and p a r a l l e l natures, the Alexandrians tended to see the Logos i n a 
v e r t i c a l cross-sectioning as Discarnate and then Incarnate. As Gregory of 
Nazianzus-concluded: 'what He was, He continued to be, what He was not , He 
assumed*.^ 
C y r i l believed the Logos was the same Person before and a f t e r the 
Incarnat ion but 'He who exis ted *.o-.tpkros ( i s ) now fevcw/'^.TBf, the nature or 
uTTocrToca-^ of the Logos ( i s ) now Cfc^pjcw^fevn , the Logos himself i s now 
' '25 \ ttcctpKuytvo^ When he spoke of *one (nature) a f t e r the union' or 'one out 
of two' (€.15 I K S O O ) t h i s was not i n the sense of substantis as we have seen.. 
I f <|><->o-i£ = substantia i t leads to the concept of mixture or confusion, but 
i f cJ>o<ri\; ss TTjooB-umov , the Logos i s merely shown to be the same through now 
incarnate. 
This danger of 'mixture ' language to emphasise the closeness of the 
union was a r e a l one f o r the Alexandrians. I t was open to grave misunder-
standing. C y r i l , however, expressly denied ovy \<^x<r^ or < p u ^ j ^ o ^ 
(leavening) and prefer red words l i k e CuvSpopr^ or C\j^o%o\ (concurrence) 
which he derived from Malchion, Apo l l i na r iu s , and Gregory of Nazianzus. So 
even before Chalcedon the wrong implicat ions of mixture language were being 
repudiated. 
How then d i d the Alexandrian doctors see the process of Incarnation? 
They employed the id=>a of Kenosis i n successive rather than i n simultaneous 
• fo rms ' . 'Prom the time of Apol l ina r ius the equation creepKWJ"I$ iceVCOO-IS 
became a cardinal p r i n c i p l e f o r Monist Chris tology. For him i t became co-
extensive w i t h the Incarnation i t s e l f , a permanent p o l i c y of s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n 
rather than w i t h Origen an act of w i l l w i t h merely temporary consequences. From 
24 
t h i s i n s igh t of Apol l inar ius l a t e r Monists had no need to r e t r e a t . 
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Kenosis was considered i n three ways: a* trpo«r^Tjij>if or addit ion. 
The Discarnate Logos was the Logos 'yu^/oV ( b a r e ) , and a f t e r the Incarnat ion 
he assumed i n addit ion whatever of humanity i t was f i t t i n g he should assume; 
b. pfeLoadj • Thi s meant the reduction i n the compass of the Logos by 
allowing the humanity to p r e v a i l over h imse l f . e. K ^ J I | > ^ . T h i s was 
v e i l i n g or concealment of the Logos by human condit ions . 
C y r i l wa^s faced with the problem of the human experiences of C h r i s t 
recorded i n the Gospels , e .g . h i s ignorance, e s p e c i a l l y with regard to the 
date of the Parousia (Mark 13 .52 ) . Th i s was the bas i c problem f o r a l l the 
Monists who without ass igning s u f f i c i e n t importance to the humanity of our 
Lord , a t the same time cculd not concede a t t r i b u t i o n of these weaknesses to 
the G-odhead. As a r e s u l t t h ° r e was a tendency to scale down the human 
experiences of J e s u s . They did not seem able to deal s u f f i c i e n t l y wi th the 
Pass ion s t o r i e s , f o r there are here many f a c t s which do not f i t e a s i l y in to 
t h e i r t h e s i s . I n the N » s t o r i a n controversy t h i s l e d C y r i l to formulate the 
phrase 'the impassible Word suf fered i n the pass ib le f l e s h ' or more short ly 
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•He suf fered impass ib ly ' , which Theodoret described as a r i d i c u l o u s quibble. 
The Alexandrian school r e l i e d heav i ly on the 'communicatio idiomatum*. 
Thi s was b a s i c a l l y only an exeget i ca l technique which © v e n the Antiochenes 
employed. As w i l l be seen l a t e r , even Nestorius spoke of the mutuality of 
the tr^oo-uTTot . However, i n Monism i t was not j u s t a metaphor but ra ther 
an ontological r e a l i t y , and from C y r i l ' s quibble, we are eventual ly l e d to 
the Monophysite war-cry 'One of the Holy T r i n i t y suf fered i n the f l e s h ' . 
i i . Redemption and Christology 
The Alexandrians were quite c e r t a i n that the 'death of a man cannot 
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annul death' , as a r e s u l t only the very God can save s i n n e r s . They described 
redemption as a process of d i v i n i s a t i o n ( a o & t c J e - i ^ ) or a t ta in ing of 
i n c o r r u p t i b i l i t y . The moral considerations of goodness of mankind are assumed, 
and so unl ike the Antiochenes who saw i t as an e t h i c a l process , the Alexand-
r i a n s took a strongely ontological l i n e . Yet the best of Alexandrian theology 
recognised that the Logos had imposed l i m i t a t i o n s upon himself* Nominally 
both schools i n beginning t h e i r Christology from recognit ion of the need f o r 
redemption i n C h r i s t , saw that He had to be both God and man to make t h i s 
e f f e c t i v e . Although the Alexandrians put great s t re s s on the One u n i f i e d Person 
yet that which the very God put on must be *by nature human f l e s h ' . 
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'Athanasius, l i k e Or ig in before him, sees that any Chris to logy, i f 
i t i s to bo sound, must include the p r i n c i p l e of "recognising" i n C h r i s t the 
elements of Godhead and Manhood, and, i n accordance with t h e i r proper t i e s , 
27 28 seeing the di f ference between them, 1 Gregory of Nyssa noted: 'The 
contemplation of the propert ies of the f l e s h and of the Godhead remains without 
confusion so long as each i s contemplated by i t s e l f * ' He meant that the 
propert ies can be seen as d i s t i n c t when analysing them, f o r both the unity of 
C h r i s t and h i s dua l i ty ar» v a l i d i n themselves depending on the bas i s of the 
examination and i t s s tar t ing point . 
Like Origen, Athanasius, the Cappadocians, and even A p o l l i n a r i u s , 
i t i s quite c l e a r that C y r i l held the p r i n c i p l e of 'recognis ing the d i f f e r e n t 
of the na tures ' . Th i s was i n order to safeguard the Alexandrian doctrine 
against the concept of mixture* But although he accepted the Double Homousion, 
he does not appear to recognise that both sides are on the same l e v e l . As 
f a r as the Divine Nature i s concerned t h i s was f i r m l y on an: ontological b a s i s -
c / -» y 
CL>OOUCT»O< Tio TTuiTp*. • But there i s no doubt that he would have pre ferred 
' • •' c * 29 
as a correspondent - op-GO<jG(o$ • '"jj^N/ . 
i i i . Anthropology! some 'Logos-sarx' attempts 
I t i s sometimes d i f f i c u l t to know what the Fathers meant by ' a human 
be ing ' , f o r som« c e r t a i n l y thought i n b i p a r t i t e terms and others i n t r i p a r t i t e , 
which they took over from pagan philosophy. When af f irming that Jesus i s 
•man' the Origenis ts preferred to use 'To aut^nx. * or V o xvOgitfrrivov ' , though 
the l a t e r Alexandrians taken as a whole pre ferred erug)r . I t i s c l e a r that 
f o r t h i s t r a d i t i o n the humanity has merely a d j e c t i v a l or instrumental s ign-
i f i c a n c e - i t i s merely the human conditioning of the continuing Logos. 
Nevertheless some Monists i n using t h i s term, gave the humanity greater scope 
than others . 
a . Arianism. We have seen that the question of the soul i n C h r i s t 
i s not j u s t a side i ssue because i t a f f e c t s the t o t a l p ic ture of redemption, 
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ye t "Pustathius i s l e d to ask: 'But why do they (the Ar ians ) take so much 
trouble to show that C h r i s t took a body without a soul (oc^o^o^ Compos. ) ? • 
G r i l l m e i e r thinks t h a t , although the T r i n i t a r i a n p e c u l i a r i t i e s of 
Arianism began about S18-S25, t h e i r C h r i s t o l o g i c a l views go back to the 
Subordinationism of Lucian of Antioch and Origen. The doctrine of the 
62. 
Incarnat ion , he a s s e r t s , was the s t a r t i n g point of the whole Ar ian system f o r 
the supposed crea ture l iness of the Logos was dependent on the f a c t that the Logos 
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was so c l o s e l y l i n k e d to the sarx . Athanasius quotes the Ar ian as saying , 
• I f he (the Logos) was very God of very God, how could he become man?* Also to 
the Nicenes, 'How dare you say that the Logos shares i n the F a t h e r ' s existence* 
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i f ha had a body so as to experience a l l t h i s ? ' 
f?usebius of Caesarea's contact with Arian c i r c l e s i s proof that a s t r i c t 
Logos-sarx franework ex i s ted even i n f i r s t generation Arianism, and i s a b u i l t - i n 
weakness of that heresy. "Pusebius thought that the l a c k of a soul and i t s 
replacement by the Logos was e s s e n t i a l i f h i s hypostatic d i s t inc tness from the 
Father was to be safeguarded - i . e . that he i s a d i s t i n c t wrac-ruo^ y from the 
Father . To do t h i s he had to loosen the uni ty between Logos and sarx (and i s 
thus d i v i s i v e ) , -but t h i s according to G r i l l m e i e r , i s quite d i s t i n c t s t i l l from 
Antiochene Logos-anthropos Chris to logy . 
These are not i s o l a t e d ins tances . "Pudoxios ( f l . 557-569) declared that the 
Logos became ' f l e s h ' not 'man' f o r he had no s o u l . And Luc ian s a i d : 'What need 
was there f o r a sou l , f o r the worship of a per fec t man alongside God? John too, 
loudly proclaims the t r u t h , "The word was made f l e s h " . Thi s means that the Word 
was compounded with the f l e s h (e"uvferl&^ <r--<p<L ) and c e r t a i n l y not with a s o u l . . 
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. . . , ra ther did i t unite i t s e l f wi th a body, so as to become one with i t . . . ' 
But according to T h e o d o r e ' B u t our Holy Fathers warned us of a l l these (the 
A r i a n s ) , by saying, "who was incarnate and was made man" (owpK'toOivTA ft&v^M^^-^vro). 
by which we beli*»ve that that which was taken i s a complete man i n whom God, the 
Word d w e l t . ' 3 4 
That t h i s Word-flesh Christology framework was not confined to the Arians 
i s proved by the C h r i s t o l o g i c a l opinions of two f i r n a n t i - A r i a n teachers , 
Athanasius and A p o l l i n a r i u s . The l a t t e r described the former as h i s f r i e n d and 
teacher and, as we have seen, a phrase of A p o l l i n a r i u s of great import ance i n 
l a t e r C h r i s t o l o g i c a l controversy could be passed o f f as of Athanasian authorship. 
b. Athana-^sius. I t i s not a b s o l u t e ^ c l e a r whether Athanasius be l ieved i n a 
merely verbal Logos-sarx framework or a r e a l one* i » e * was a soul present i n 
C h r i s t though not theo log ica l ly important, or was there no p h y s i c a l soul a t a l l ? 
I t seems c l e a r that Athanasius regarded the Logos as a r e a l personal agent i n 
the redemptive act ion and not l e a s t i n the Passion and Death of Jesus C h r i s t . 
Th i s brings up the old d i f f i c u l t i e s of C h r i s t ' s s u f f e r i n g . He seemed to put 
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experiences normally associated with the soul i n th« context of the f l e s h , and 
therefor* the Logos-sarx framework was s u f f i c i e n t to expla in the death of J e s u s . 
Y" I n him th« death of C h r i s t meant separation of the Logos from the human body. 
He had greater d i f f i c u l t y i n explaining the ' trouble of soul ' and the human 
ignorance of Jesus wi th in t h i s framework. But we should note that i n the Synod 
of Alexandria i t appeared that the p r i n c i p l e of Gregory of Nazianzus was being 
expressed: ' t h a t which i s not taken i s not healed, but whatever i s . united to God 
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i s saved. ' According to G r i l l m e i e r i t may be correc t to see the recognit ion 
of the soul of C h r i s t i n the C h r i s t o l o g i c a l expressions of the Tomus ad Antioch-
enos (562) , and the c l a s s i c a l statement: 'The (Word) became man and d id not 
57 
oomo into a man 1 . Grillmeiex* i s perhaps too char i table to Athanasius, and 
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we may compare h i s treatment with that of K e l l y who i s more c r i t i c a l . 
c . A p o l l i n a r i u s . He was l a r g e l y the founding f a t h e r of t h i s t r a d i t i o n 
^ but h i s Christology i s anhypostatic ra ther than enhypostatio. The humanity of 
C h r i s t was only const i tuted by the union of divine pneuma and e a r t h l y s a r x . The 
f l e s h l y nature of C h r i s t was taken from the V i r g i n and only became divine through 
union with the Godhead. I n h i s L e t t e r to Dionysus he pointed out that i f one 
spoke of two ty6&6\$ t h i s was the f i r s t step towards destroying the uni ty i n 
C h r i s t . He a l so noted: 'Holy scr ipture makes no di f ference between th» Logos 
and h i s f l e s h , but the same (,*COTOS, ; i s one i o c i s » o n e vrrocrrouri^, one fevfcpyfecot 
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one Tipe<runoy » f u l l y God and f u l l y man'. 
' I f however Apo l l inar ius was e a r l y condemned, the status of the humanity 
remained a perennia l problem f o r the Monist t r a d i t i o n . . . » The t e s t question 
i s . . . . " I f the Logos were taken away from the Incarnate Lord , what would be l e f t ? " 
•f The Monist t r a d i t i o n would probably rep ly , -"A truncated humanity, a human 
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conditioning", the D u a l i s t c e r t a i n l y maintain, "A complete human i n d i v i d u a l " . • 
d. L a t e r developments before C y r i l . Didymus of Alexandria (515?-598) i n 
h i s Psalm commentary t r i e s to make c l e a r the two r e a l i t i e s i n C h r i s t . To do t h i s 
ho used a s i g n i f i c a n t concept, ( i n use since the Apologists) which was l a t e r to 
become a stumbling block: Jesus had two irporiovw , one human and one d iv ine . 
H*> was using upcc-wiTo-/ ^ n i t s ° l d meaning of 'manner of appearance'. I t i s import-
r 
ant to note that the acceptance of two Hpw"UKr«i can s t i l l be employed i n Alexandrian 
theology. T h i s i s not the case wi th C y r i l . 
The Cappadocians f a i l e d to define th* re la t ionsh ip between ooc-n* and 
utToc~iufffi$ (^pocAotrov' ) i n Chris to logy. T h i s was to make i t more d i f f i c u l t f o r 
Nestor ius . Gregory of Nazianzus s a i d that i n C h r i s t there was no'tfXAe^ '*AX*^ 
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but «iX*o «*A*o 3 revers ing the pos i t ion i n the T r i n i t a r i a n terminology by 
an interchange of masculine f o r neuter forms and by making a d i s t i n c t i o n between 
'person' and ' n a t u r e ' . Gregory of Nyssa pos i t s some independence f o r the human 
nature, and occas ional ly does give i t a separate I^TOC-TOKTIS or TTpoeuiTroV. . 
The source of t h e i r terminology whether mediated through Stoic ism or not i s 
the A r i s t o t e l i a n d i s t i n c t i o n between the u n i v e r s a l and the p a r t i c u l a r (hoth 
covered by the same term euo"i* • The S to i c s used c y ^ a . &ME XipxKf^p f o r the 
p a r t i c u l a r s . I n P s . B a s i l "Pp.33 the hypostasis i s the p a r t i c u l a r and the ^wcric, 
i s the u n i v e r s a l . The p a r t i c u l a r i s i n g c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ( l £ i w / y j \ * T « * . ) make the 
un iversa l an hypostas is . He t rans ferred t h i s to the T r i n i t y , saying the t o t a l 
of the idiomata makes up the hypostasis of each member of the T r i n i t y . The 
hypostasis was v i s i b l e and recognisable as a countenance, a prosopon. The o l d 
meaning i s therefore maintained. 
The Cappadocians showed that the one essence of the Godhead has to be c l e a r l y 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e d from h i s threefo ld persona l i ty . They remained f i r m l y i n the realm 
of i n d i v i d u a l i t y , and t h i s made the transference of these terms to Christology 
by Gregory of Nyssa a matter of some d i f f i c u l t y . He rebutted the charge of 'two 
Sons' by allowing a human $Ccr\$ while denying i t the human p a r t i c u l a r i s i n g 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s which make i t an hypostas is . I t had r e a l i t y but no longer i t s 
e a r t h l y idiomata, and there were only divine idiomata i n the humanity of C h r i s t . 
e . C y r i l of Alexandria . I n the f i r s t decades of the f i f t h century i t appears 
that the bat t l e was between an arch iac Logos-sarx Christology and a developed 
Logos-anthropos type. Before the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy there 
were few references to the human soul and i t has no theological importance* 
Indeed C y r i l does not use the concept i n h i s exegesis,where questions of the human 
ignorance of C h r i s t (Mark 15.52) and the development (prokope) of C h r i s t i s 
discussed without reference to i t . The su f f er ing was a t t r ibuted to the sarx . 
He divided the statements of the Gospel between the Logos before the Incarnat ion 
and the Logos a f t e r . Thi s was a dynamic and h i s t o r i c a l approach which was l a t e r 
replaced by a s t a t i c and ontological one. He used expressions l i k e ' f l e s h ' , 
'what i s of man*, 'man', and 'human nature ' . T h i s appears to be a verbal Logos-
sarx framework i n which the soul of C h r i s t i s only a p h y s i c a l r e a l i t y . Theolog-
i c a l l y speaking C h r i s t was only Logos and sarx . At f i r s t h i s main at tack was 
n e c e s s a r i l y against Arianism and there are only a few passages which show the 
soul of C h r i s t . A f t e r "ths outbreak of the Nestorian controversy he had to 
defend himself against the charge of Apol l inar ian i sm, and so he allowed a r a t i o n a l 
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"soul - V/0££«l ^ u ^ - ^ . T h e r e i s no q u e s t i o n t h a t he a c c e p t e d a s o u l 
b u t he d i d not use i t c o r r e c t l y and i t was not a t h e o l o g i c a l f a c t o r . 
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L i e b a e r t h a s shown b e f o r e t h e o u t b r e a k of t h e N e s t o r i a n c o n t r o -
v e r s y w h e r e A r i a n i s m was p r i m a r i l y i n mind he d i d not m e n t i o n a 
human s o u l i n C h r i s t ( a t l e a s t not d e f i n i t e l y ) ' , b u t moved w i t h i n 
t h e A t h a n a s i a n l i m i t s b o t h i n e x e g e s i s and t h e o l o g y . L a t e r he 
spoke w i t h i n c r e a s i n g c o n f i d e n c e a b o u t a AO^IKTJ or ( l a t e r ) voepoi 
t o p r o v i d e a b e t t e r h e a d - o n c l a s h w i t h A p o l l i n a r i u s * l i q u i d a t i o n 
of t h e human vov$ i n C h r i s t . P r o b a b l y t h e s t o c k o a j e c t i o n of 
e v e r y D u a l i s t t h a t he was a n A p o l l i n a r i a n i n d i s g u i s e had t a k e n 
i t s t o l l . I f he d i d not use i t c o r r e c t l y a t l e a s t he u s e d i t 
w h i c h he had not done e a r l i e r . E u t he does not m a r k e d l y c o r r e c t 
h i s e a r l i e r e x e g e s i s i n . v i ew of t h e e x p l i c i t a s s u m p t i o n w h i c h he 
was now m a k i n g . 
A s we have s e e n some A p o l l i n a r i a n f o r m u l a s f o u n d t h e i r 
way i n t o h i s w r i t i n g s . But w h e r e a s f o r A n o l l i n a r i u s t h e c o n c e p t 
r ' • • 
of )^uo"i$ was d y n a m i c , once C y r i l had a c c e p t e d a s o u l i n . C h r i s t , he 
had t o m o d i f y i t . I n h i s S e c o n d L e t t e r t o S u c c e n s u s he a g r e e d 
t h a t t h e human n a t u r e i s a n tfU/ToKi.vTjTW , a s e l f - m o v i n g p r i n c i p l e 
or <poffi^  .. He r e a l i s e d t h a t e i t h e r one h a s t o a c c e p t t h e ' two 
n a t u r e s " or e l s e t h e h u m a n i t y of C h r i s t , a n d t h u s t h e means of 
r e d e m p t i o n i s l o s t . Y e t , ' ' i f t h e r e i s o n l y one ^d<ri<^ i n C h r i s t 
t h e n t h e s u f f e r i n g must, be p r e d i c a t e d of t h e d i v i n e <butris ' , 
He a g r e e d t h a t t h e s o u l i s t h e n a t u r a l home f o r t h e s u f f e r i n g . He 
a d m i t t e d l a n g u a g e of two n a t u r e s , , but s t i l l r e t a i n e d h i s use of 
pt* ^oo r »S # B u t , a s G r i l l m e i e r p o i n t s out , 4 ^ L o g o s - s a r x C h r i s t o l o g y 
had now b e e n s u p e r s e d e d on t h e A l e x a n d r i a n s c e n e - f o r t h e s e 
f a t h e r s t o o , t h e s o u l of C h r i s t had become a t h e o l o g i c a l f a c t o r . 
B u t C y r i l b e l i e v e d t h a t h i s own f o r m u l a was p a r t of t h e t r a d i t i o n 
of t h e C h u r c h and so was r e l u c t a n t t o a b a n d o n i t . U n l i k e 
A p o l l i n a r i u s he d i d a g r e e t h a t t h e n a t u r a l l i f e of .the body comes, 
f r o m t h e . s o u l and not f rom t h e Logos qua L o g o s . 
A f t e r 429 he r e p u d i a t e d h i s f o r m e r ' i n d w e l l i n g ' f o r m u l a s , 
w h e r e a s N e s t o r i u s was s t i l l a t t a c h e d t o some form of t h e i d e a . 
C y r i l ' s k e y f o r m u l a i s : 'God t h e L o g o s d i d not come i n t o a man, 
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b u t he " t r u l y " became man, w h i l e r e m a i n i n g G.:od. * 
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T h u s i t i s a p p a r e n t t h a t C y r i l c o u l d and d i d use >^u<r<j of t h e 
human n a t u r e , b u t he was not f o n d of i t . He p r e f e r r e d t h e J o h a n n - ' 
i n e t e r m s a r x and he f e a r e d t h e f r a m e w o r k i n t o w h i c h i t was p l a c e d 
by t h e D u a l i s t s , and the u s e t o w h i c h t h e y put i t . He a l l o w e d t h a t 
' C h r i s t s u f f e r e d <$uaec T-rjs i v 0pt^;r^oT^^oJ, . Does t h e c o n c e p t a u t o m a t -
i c a l l y mean d i v i s i o n or o n l y i n t h e h a n d s of N e s t o r i u s ? I n a l e t t e r 
t o A c a c i u s , u y r i l s a i d t h a t t h e d a n g e r l a y i n t h e d e f i n i t i o n of t h e 
r e l a t i o n s h i p of t h e two n a t u r e s , not i n t h e two n a t u r e s t h e m s e l v e s . 
H i s d i f f i c u l t y l a y w i t h (->tm <|>ocri£ w h i c h made him l i m i t t h e 
c o n t e n t of &JO-I$ t o t h e s e n s e of a n i n d i v i d u a l e x i s t e n t s u b s t a n c e . 
J(7i<j means t h e ' e s s e n c e ' of a t h i n g , a l s o t h e n o t i o n of ' a c t u a t i n g ' 
and g i v i n g l i f e . I n t h e end i t c a n o n l y a c t u a t e i f i t i s a n h y p o -
s t a s i s , so he c o u l d use t h e e x p r e s s i o n h y p o s t a s i s f o r t h e c o m p l e t e 
n a t u r e . T h u s t h e two t e r m s a r e not so much synonyms a s a s s o c i a t e d 
w i t h e a c h o t h e r . H y p o s t a s i s i s e x i s t e n t r e a l s u b s t a n c e , a n d t h i s 
l e d e v e n t u a l l y t o t h e i d e a of t h e u n i t y of a p e r s o n , e v e n i f he d i d 
not b r i n g t h i s e l e m e n t s u f f i c i e n t l y i n t o t h e f o r e g r o u n d . The C h u r c h 
i n t h e end p r e f e r r e d C y r i l ' s i d e a s t o h i s f o r m u l a e . 
f i C . 2 I i £ i i i £ i 2 n . s _ L o g o s r s a r x C h r i s t o l o g y and not m e r e l y t h e A r i a n 
or a n t i - A r i a n group was p r i m a r i l y r e s p o n s i b l e f o r t h e r e s t r i c t i o n 
and u n d e r v a l u a t i o n of t h e t r u e and c o m p l e t e manhood of C h r i s t . On. 
t h e c o n t r a r y t h e y gave d e c i s i v e p l a c e t o t h e L o g o s i n C h r i s t a s t h e 
f i n a l s u b j e c t and t h e e s s e n t i a l u n i t y of" t h e P e r s o n of. C h r i s t . I t 
may be a s k e d w h e t h e r t h e M o n i s t t r a d i t i o n c o u l d e x p a n d i t s u n i t y t o 
make t h e human a t t r i b u t e s more t h a n i n s t r u m e n t a l or t a k e i n some of 
t h e p o i n t s th.e D u a l i s t s w e r e t r y i n g t o make . A l r e a d y i n t h e i r a n t i -
A p o l l i n a r i a n movements t h e C a p p a d o c i a n F a t h e r s w e r e b e g i n n i n g t o head 
t o w a r d s t h i s . T h i s needed a l o n g and t r e a c h e r o u s s t r u g g l e . 
' E v e n S e l l e r s who t e n d s t o r e d u c e t h e C h r i s t o l o g i c a l c o n f l i c t 
o f t h e f i f t h c e n t u r y t o m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g or e v e n t o a shadow b o x i n g 
had t o a d m i t t h a t M o n i s t C h r i s t o l o g i a n s do not a p p l y what t h e y 
r e c o g n i s e i n . p r i n c i p l e . I n r e a l i t y t h e y r e q u i r e d t h e s t i m u l u s of 
t h e D u a l i s t t r a d i t i o n t o g i v e a s a t i s f a c t o r y a c c o u n t of t h e m a t t e r 
a t a l l . . . . . . I n h i s more c o n c i l i a t o r y moments C y r i l c o u l d be b r o u g h t 
t o r e c o g n i s e a u n i o n of two n a t u r e s i n s t e a d of m e r e l y out of two 
n a t u r e s w h i c h was h i s f i r s t l o v e . And a more c a r e f u l d i s t i n c t i o n 
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between 4 > u o" ,S and i/trod-nui^ than perhaps he even drew himself might permit even 
the formula *in two natures' to be graf ted into the Monist framework. . . a a 
b a s i c a l l y Monist Christology could support such modifications without los ing i t s 
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d i s t i n c t i v e c h a r a c t e r . ' 
I t i s t h i s other t r a d i t i o n of the Antiochene, that we now turn to 
examine i n general terms. 
The Antiochene School of Christology 
S e l l e r s i n 'Two Ancient Christo logies* points out that ih 'Ant ioch 
there were not one but two p a r a l l e l t r a d i t i o n s . The one i s Greek i n outlook 
and has a tendency towards the ideas of Alexandria , and among i t s ch ie f protag-
onis ts are Malchion and Luc ian , The other i s the Syr iac grouping and t h i s i s 
the one general ly associated with Antiochene thought proper. I t begins with 
Paul of Samosata and passes down to Theodore of Mopsuestia, and from 'the I n t e r -
preter ' fans out into many d i s c i p l e s and not l e a s t to Nestor ius . S e l l e r s concludes 
that from Paul and Eustathius r i g h t through to 451 the H e l l e n i s t s gained i n every 
c o n f l i c t over the S y r i a n s , and the outcome was schism. 
'While f o r the most part the Monist t r a d i t i o n developed with the 
f u l l approval of the Church, few of the leading D u a l i s t s escaped condemnation 
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e i t h e r during t h e i r l i f e t ime or a f t e r t h e i r death. ' The chie f fa thers wi th in 
the t r a d i t i o n may be l i s t e d as fo l lows: 
Paul of Samosata 
Eustathius of Antioch 
Diodore of Tarsus 
John Chrysostom 
Theodore of Mopsuestia 
Nestorius 
Theodoret of Cyrus 
Andrew of Samosata. 
These together with l e s s important ' l ink-men' w i l l be examined i n greater d e t a i l 
l a t e r i n the chapter. For the moment we w i l l examine some of the bas ic concepts 
and word uses of the Antiochene School as a whole. 
B i b l i c a l exegesis . Antiochene c r i t i c a l use of the Bible i s i n a way s i m i l a r 
to modern exeges is . They were u t t e r l y opposed to the form of a l l e g o r i c a l 
in terpre ta t ion which Origen had r e a l l y i n i t i a t e d and which the Alexandrians 
favoured. Of course they were not e n t i r e l y opposed to any form of al legofcical 
in terpre ta t ion provided i t was natura l and not forced . 'The task of the 
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Antiochene School l a y . . . . i n t rac ing the work of reve la t ion on the h i s t o r i c a l 
scene. With such a purpose the modern theologian f e e l s an immediate and ins t i r . c t -
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ive sympathy. 1 They were much more at home with an h i s t o r i c a l view of the 
B i b l e , and t h i s can be seen most f u l l y i n the commentaries of the ' I n t e r p r e t e r ' , 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, the greatest exegete of t h i s school , and i n the sermons 
of the 'Golden-mouthed' John. As a r e s u l t they tended to be more He(briac, and 
l e s s inf luenced by phi losophica l thought forms than t h e i r opponents, and i t i s 
often fol lowing an attempt to pour t h e i r ideas into such a mould that leads them 
into trouble . The ir background leads to c e r t a i n bas ic presupposit ions. 
God the Creator . The Antiochene School constantly s tressed that God and man 
appear to be e s s e n t i a l l y divorced from each other. The gulf cannot be bridged-
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Nestorius claimed: 'the Maker i s i n every way other than that which was made.' 
Because God i s immutable, impassible , uncreated, e t e r n a l , and man i s mutable, 
p a s s i b l e , created and temporal, i t would seem that there i s no p o s s i b i l i t y of 
' r e a l ' Incarnat ion . Thi s appears i n most of the Antiochene F a t h e r s . Theodore: 
'What possible r e l a t i o n can e x i s t between One who i s e t e r n a l and another who a t 
one time was non ex i s t ent and came into existence l a t e r on? The gulf between 
them i s unbridgeable. ' And Theodoret: 'He i s God and we are men .and the 
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dif ference between G-od and man i s i n c a l c u l a b l e . ' The Antiochenes f eared that 
Monists were not safeguarding the i m p a s s i b i l i t y of the Godhead i n t h e i r theory 
of the type of union var ious ly c a l l e d ' s u b s t a n t i a l ' , ' n a t u r a l ' , or ' h y p o s t a t i c ' . 
We w i l l examine t h i s l a t e r i n t h i s sec t ion . 
The Person of C h r i s t and redemption. Both schools s t res s the importance of the 
redemptive purpose of the coming of C h r i s t into the world, but they saw t h i s i n 
very d i f f e r e n t terms. The Alexandrians tended to see i t as man's d_/r*ication, 
but Nestorius f o r one strongly attacks t h i s . For him the uni ty of the Incarnate 
Lord i s sues i n a close conjunction a w c r u j * 9 en*. ) not as a d e i f i c i a t i o n 
(GeoVoiys-'S ) • Corresponding to t h e i r t ight Logos-centred Monism i n C h r i s t -
ology the Alexandrians tended to favour metabolism i n t h e i r doctrine of the 
E u c h a r i s t . While Chrysostom (and more s u r p r i s i n g l y Theodore) used metabolist 
language with regard to the E u c h a r i s t , other D u a l i s t s l i k e Nestorius and Theodoret 
match t h e i r c h r i s t o l o g i c a l dualism with eucharistcstatements more consistent with 
t h e i r theological stance. Thus Nestorius i s convinced that the Body and Blood are 
of the humanity, and Thsodoret pre fers the idea of the co-presence of the Body 
and Blood and the bread and wine. A l l t h i s becomes apparent because t h i s 
school had an ' e t h i c a l ' ra ther than a ' s p i r i t u a l ' or 'mys t i ca l ' approach to the 
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C h r i s t i a n l i f e . They do i n f a c t have a high anthropology and i t could be s a i d 
that t h e i r doctrine of grace has more a f f i n i t i e s with a semi-Pelagian or even a 
Pelagian than an Augustinian pos i t i on . They saw man as a moral and r a t i o n a l 
being, and therefore redemption was a re s tora t ion of the o r i g i n a l harmony of 
Creator and crea t ion . Theodore i n p a r t i c u l a r has a bet ter developed eschatology 
than most f a t h e r s , and t h i s i s r e f l e c t e d i n h i s teaching on grace. His doctrine 
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of the Two Ages i s l i n k e d with the Sonship of the redeemed which w i l l not reach 
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i t s completion u n t i l the Resurrect ion and applied to Baptism as the pro l ep t i c 
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enjoyment of the New Age. T h i s eschato log ica l emphasis adds to h i s mistrust 
of ' d e i f i c a t i o n ' . The accent f a l l s ».n the r e d i r e c t i o n of the human w i l l and f o r 
th i s the human experiences of C h r i s t were absolutely v i t a l . 
The ir view of the P a l l i s important i n t h i s context. They be l ieved 
that i n Adam both body and soul were i n obedience to the w i l l of God u n t i l the 
F a l l and the disharmony of a l l c r e a t i o n . Before t h i s man was i n the l ikeness 
of God because he w i l l e d what God w i l l e d . Here Theodore i s s p e c i a l l y important. 
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J u l i u s Gross e s tab l i shes the f a c t t h a t , while i n h i s Cateche t i ca l Lectures 
Theodore remains w e l l w i th in the l i m i t s of the E a s t e r n theories of the F a l l and 
i t s e f f e c t s , a t a l a t e r stage (poss ibly against Jerome) he begins to write more 
r a d i c a l l y on the subject . I t i s not c l e a r whether Nestorius ever s a i d that Adam 
had the prosopon of God because he w i l l e d what God w i l l e d . While admitting that 
Adam had the image and l ikeness of God, he d id not possess the prosopon of God, 
which was reserved f o r the Second Adam* C e r t a i n l y the image includes or i s 
demonstrated by obedience, the prosopon of God i d e n t i f i e d with w i l l i n g what God 
w i l l s i s not h i s . So at l e a s t e x p l i c i t l y did P s . Nestorius . 
The. F a l l means cosmic disharmony, death and mutabi l i ty . S i n ' s o r i g i n 
i s i n the w i l l , and i t i s the soul which must therefore be changed. The Antioch-
enes see the need f o r t h i s Second Adam who i s t o t a l l y obedient, and ye t i t must 
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be through the d i r e c t i o n and operation of God. Man casnot save himsel f . The ir 
key B i b l i c a l passage i s P h i l . 2 . 5 f f . Jesus the Logos emptied himself and 
assumed the form of a servant i n order to e f f e c t man's renewal, and i n re turn the 
renewal of the whole of creat ion . The important di f ference i n t h e i r exegesis 
of P h i l . 2 . 5 f f is . that while the Monists uniformly take the passage to mean that 
the discarnate Logos (while remaining what he was) becomes Incarnate , the Dual i s t s 
tend, though not quite uniformly, to t r e a t the two p o £»<j>oti as simultaneous 
characters of the incarnate Lord and not as successive phases of the one God, the 
Logos. 
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Paul of Samosata c l e a r l y bases h i s thought on the Divine Economy i n 
these terms. I t was the Antiochene School which began with the concept of the 
Unity of G-od ( i n the Hebraic t r a d i t i o n ) and then fanned out towards three 
hypostases. I t i s much too easy to condemn Paul f o r adoptionism or u n i t a r i a n -
ism, but he must have used the ' t r i a d i c ' formularies of the Church. Loofs i n 
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•Paulus von Samosata.' be l ieves h i s thinking was probably s i m i l a r to that of 
Marcellus of Ancyra: 'the Logos was i n God "potentially 1* ( S\j vot j j f c ) , and that 
with the beginnings of the self-communication of the Monad, who i s one prosopon, 
t h i s Logos came f o r t h as an a c t i v i t y , an ev&^yeivt a ^ C T i of the Divine to be 
the author of c rea t ion , and - l a t e r , and f o r the purpose of redeeming mankind -
to dwell i n a complete manhood, and thus, as "the Son", to become i n some sense 
p e r s o n a l . * ^ He thus began with the Monad - 'the Logos i s the Aoyos eve^y^s *' 
- 'immanent' i n God as reason i s i n man^ and 'put f o r t h ' with the beginnings of 
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the divine a c t i v i t y . 
I t has been suggested that Paul of Samosata thought of the Logos as the 
spoken Word of God rather than as personal and e ternal* God together with h i s 
Logos form one Person { o p o o ^ c r i o ^ ) , Since he seems to be using ov-»o-c* as 
'person' , h i s teaching about the Goethe ? d appears to be 'unipersonal*. He shows 
that 'Wisdom' was c l e a r l y jo ined to the Son. There were not however two since 
they are r e l a t e d i n a permanent 'coexis tence ' . He dist inguished 'the Logos' 
and 'Jesus C h r i s t ' , but i n s i s t e d on the uniqueness of the divine indwell ing i n 
•Him from Mary'. Th i s shows a s p e c i a l purpose of God, and pointed towards a 
s o t e r i o l o g i c a l emphasis. 
Loofs a l so says that Eustathius l i k e Marcellus thought of the expansion 
of a Monad into a and then a -rp<.<* S • The fragments do not r e f e r to the 
•hypostasis ' of the Son or e t e r n a l generation f o r while dwelling i n the Man, he 
'continues i n the F a t h e r ' s bosom'. But unl ike Paul he thought of the 'Son' as 
r e a l l y being begotten by the Father . The teaching on the personal existence of 
the Son i s l e s s obvious because he had to emphasise the d i v i n i t y of the Son 
against the L u c i a n i s t s who tended towards subordinationism. I t may appear that 
f o r him the Incarnat ion was j u s t a divine indwell ing of the Logos ( 1 dwelt i n ' , 
•was clothed w i t h ' , 'bore' the manhood), but the manhood was to the Logos 'the 
own temple', the 'own house', and 'the own body' which i s h i s own s p e c i a l 
contribut ion. I n 'De Anima', while commenting on John 20.17 he spoke of the 
Man 'who had not yet a f t e r h i s death gone back to the F a t h e r ' , and t h i s must be 
contrasted with 'the Logos and God who cometh down and continueth i n the F a t h e r ' s 
bosom'. Loofs thinks the present tense indicates the Logos i s a l l the while 
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i n God, but sure ly i n order to safeguard divine immutability he was saying that 
the Divine remained a l l that he was. I t seems c l e a r that Eusta th ius thought 
that the Logos became man f o r our sa lva t ion . Of the Presentat ion of C h r i s t i n 
the Temple he s a i d : ' I t was not because He Himself ( R U T O ^ ) stood i n need of 
such observances that he submitted to treatment, but that He might redeem from 
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the bondage of the Law those who had been so ld to the doom of the c u r s e ' . Th i s 
i s not conclusive but S e l l e r s thinks i t appears that ' s o t e r i o l o g i c a l ideas are 
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bound up with other aspects of h i s Chr i s to logy ' . 
Eusta th ius bel ieved that the Logos was i n t h i s Man from the beginning. 
S e l l e r s again says: ' F o r Eustath ius the obedience of the Man of C h r i s t has a 
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r e a l s o t e r i o l o g i c a l s i g n i f i c a n c e ' j and he c i t e s : 'The Man whom God bore 
determined of h i s own free w i l l ( ' sponte ' ) to undergo the Pass ion of death f o r the 
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sake of man's good.' 
I n h i s b e l i e f i n the super ior i ty of the indwell ing of the Logos 
i n C h r i s t , Eustath ius was fo l lowing P a u l : 'Wisdom should not so .dwel l i n (any) 
other' ( F r a g . 6) . . . . 'But she (Mary) brought f o r t h a man l i k e one of us ( f j p L V 
IcroV )3 though superior to us i n every respect , s ince grace was upon him from 
the Holy S p i r i t , and from the promises, and from the things that are wr i t t en ' 
( F r a g . 2 ) . Thus according to Loofs there i s a threefo ld argument here - C h r i s t 
was a d i r e c t creat ion from the S p i r i t from h i s very conception, he was foreknown 
before the crea t ion , and he was fore to ld by the prophets ( e . g . I s a . 6 1 . l ) . ^ * 
Theodore of Mopsuestia pointed to the f a c t that the Nicene Fathers had 
taken into account t h i s reason f o r the Divine Economy: 'He came down to save 
and to de l i ver from e v i l by an ine f fab le grace those who were l o s t and given up 
to i n i q u i t i e s ' . Also: ' I n Him towards whom He showed h i s good pleasure He 
dwelt as i n a Son ( w j fev ) - that i s to say, He united the Man assumed 
e n t i r e l y to Himself , and f i t t e d Him to share with Him a l l the honour which He, 
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the Indwel ler , who i s Son by nature, possesses ' . I t was a l so e s s e n t i a l f o r 
him that the man had a r a t i o n a l soul f o r as he says i t was not h i s body which 
cursed Adam but h i s w i l l . Without se l f -determinat ion there was no r e a l struggle 
and no r e a l obedience of the Man, and hence no redemption. 'As soon as he could 
decide between good and e v i l , he conceived a great hatred f o r e v i l , and jo ined 
himself with an i r r e s i s t i b l e a f f e c t i o n to goodness; and, by rece iv ing the co-
operation of the Logos correspondingly with h i s own determination, he was secured 
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continuously without change or deviat ion towards e v i l ' . 'Because, when we 
were subjected to s i n , we had no del iverance, the grace of God kept that Man 
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68 whom God put on f o r us f ree from s i n ' . ' I f (the Man assumed) did not receive 
a sou l , and i f i t was the Godhead that conquered s i n , then what was e f f e c t e d can 
be of no poss ible advantage to us . The Lord ' s struggle would have been no more 
69 
than the g r a t i f i c a t i o n of the love of d i s p l a y ' . 
Nestorius developed the idea of the unique man - the Logos did not 
dwell i n C h r i s t as he dwelt i n the prophets. 'He i s not l i k e Moses, although 
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Moses i s c a l l e d a god.' Adam had the prosopon of God, and w i l l e d what God 
w i l l e d . He had the appearance and i n d i v i d u a l i t y of God (Bazaar, p .167) . Thi s 
was l o s t by Adam and so that Jesus could re turn i t , he had t h i s from the s t a r t , 
so the fore-ordained, though t r i e d throughout h i s l i f e , was obedient to the w i l l 
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of the Logos. 
Theodoret agreed: 'To put the matter b r i e f l y , both ( i . e . the two texts 
John 1.14 and P h i l . 2 . 5 , 8 ) teach that being God and Son of God, and c lad with the 
F a t h e r ' s g lory , and having the same nature and power with Him that begat Him, He 
that was i n the beginning, and was with God, and was God, and was the Creator of 
the world, took upon him the form of a servant , and i t seemed that t h i s was a l l 
that was seen; but i t was God c lad i n human nature, and working out the sa lva t ion 
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of men.' S e l l e r s summarises: 'through His per fec t obedience to the w i l l of the 
Logos who "took" Him, the Man played h i s par t i n t h i s work of e f f e c t i n g the 
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world's redemption.' The Antiochene view of the redemptive importance of the 
humanity of C h r i s t may thus be summarised i n three ways. F i r s t , C h r i s t was the 
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High P r i e s t i n h i s humanity; second, C h r i s t was the Second Adam who renewed 
the image l o s t by the f i r s t Adam; t h i r d , he was Chr i s tus V i c t o r , f o r C h r i s t wins 
the v i c tory over the d e v i l . As the defeat of Adam caused the defeat of a l l men, 
so the. v i c t o r y of the.Second Adam caused v i c t o r y f o r a l l men. Thus the themes 
become jo ined. The r e a l i t y of our Lord's experiences demanded f o r the Antioch-
enes a f u l l humanity, and so t h e i r answer to the question, ' I f the Logos were, 
taken away from the t o t a l Incarnate Person, what would be l e f t ? ' would almost 
c e r t a i n l y have been, *A complete human be ing . ' 
No confusion of the two natures i n C h r i s t 
Unlike the Alexandrians i t was necesrary f o r the Antiochenes to safeguard 
the f u l l scope of the human experiences of C h r i s t from a theological point of 
view. fiustathius interpreted the Lukan accounts as implying a phys i ca l and 
moral development. Theodore saw a threefo ld progress, i n l i f e through the passage 
of time, i n wisdom by the a c q u i s i t i o n of understanding, and i n v ir tue through 
grace received from the Holy S p i r i t , e s p e c i a l l y a f t e r the Baptism. Nestorius 
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agreed but placed greater emphasis on the obedience of C h r i s t so that he rece ived 
the Name that i s above every name not by v ir tue of e i t h e r moral progress or of 
knowledge and f a i t h , but rather as a r e s u l t of t h i s obedience. 
They a lso saw a r e a l moral c o n f l i c t w i th in our Lord . There i s a s l i g h t 
di f ference between Theodore and Nestorius f o r the former s a i d God helped him, 
and the l a t t e r declared *in nothing was He he lped 1 , which was based on Hebrews 
2 'by the grace of God he tas ted death f o r every man' ( Xefpurc <9et3 ) or 'without 
God . . . . (A'toptJ This was read by Origen and Theodore without comment. 
Nestorius took i t up and pointed out the i n t e g r i t y of the pass ion. But i t i s 
r e a l l y because here Nestorius i s s t re s s ing the obedience of the manhood i n 
determining f r e e l y to undergo the passion f o r a l l men. 
The Pass ion always presented some d i f f i c u l t y f o r the Fathers , f o r e i t h e r 
the Logos was c e n t r a l and the r e a l i t y of the su f f er ing had to be explained away, 
or e l s e , i f they were Dua l i s t s they s a i d i t was the d i f f e r e n t i a t e d Manhood who 
suf fered . Thi s was true of Paul and E u s t a t h i u s . Theodore/ argued against 
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Apol l inarianism: 
' I f the Godhead took the place of the nous (sensus) of the One Who was assumed, 
how did He show f e a r i n the Pass ion , why His earnest prayers and sweat of blood 
and why h i s need of angel ic v i s ions and h e l p ? . . . . The Jews did not k i l l God . . . . 
P i l a t e did not s lay the Godhead . . . . The Godhead did not die but r a i s e d the 
dead . . . . I t was the temple that was r a i s e d . . . . ' 
They were c l e a r l y opposed to the idea of 'mixture' and ' confus ion ' , e .g . 
Theodoret's l e t t e r to the monks of Constantinople, i n which he s a i d the natures 
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were two and two they remained. When commenting on John 1.14, he s a i d that 
we should not f a l s e l y in terpre t £yc'vfe-ro (became; as i f i t meant 'was turned 
into ' since t h i s would mean the Logos had changed h i s nature. Theodore had 
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previously s a i d : 
•The Word "became1* can be interpreted only as meaning "according to appearance" 
. . . . i n appearance the Logos became f l e s h , and by "appearance" we mean, not that 
the Logos did not take r e a l f l e s h , but that He did not "become" f l e s h . For when . 
the Scr ipture says He ''took1', i t means that He took not i n appearance but i n 
t r u t h . But when i t says He "became" then i t i s speaking "according to appearance" 
f o r He was not transformed into f l e s h . ' 
He did not deny the Incarnat ion , but i n the Incarnat ion the divine nature of the 
Logos remained unimpaired. 
The Monists preferred 'OUT of two na tures ' , but the Dual i s t s i n s i s t e d on 
' I N two natures ' . This implied a double proclamation. Paul of Samosata r e f e r r e d 
to the Logos from above (cLVctQev) and the man Jesus C h r i s t from below ( k-mrtvi&&v 
or evTfeu^ 6 */) a" -^ hence there were two d i s t i n c t persons, masculine not neuter 
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(otX^oj . . . . e t A X o ^ ) though he cont inual ly denied that he taught two sons. And 
D i o d o r e : 7 9 'Both the Son of G-od and the Son of David are per fec t (or complete ) . . . 
You w i l l ask, Do I then preach two sons? I do not say two Sons of God or two 
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Sons of Dav id . ' And Theodore: 'When we d i s t ingu i sh the natures we say that 
the nature and the prosopon of God the Logos i s complete and l ikewise wi th them 
the manhood f o r i t i s impossible f o r a hypostasis to e x i s t without a prosopon. . . 
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The natures w i l l remain two because they are two.' 
Ov6\d. and ^oo-is s i g n i f i e d f o r them as we have seen ' tha t which e x i s t s ' , 
therefore there must have been two of e i t h e r i n Jesus C h r i s t so that His was r e a l 
Godhead and r e a l manhood. Thi s i s re inforced by S T T ^ T C K T I S ( r e a l i t y ) . They 
agreed that i n 'Theology' i t almost equal led irfps-wTTov/ or person, but u s u a l l y 
i n C h r i s t o l o g i c a l d iscuss ion they used i t i n i t s root meaning (= subs tant ia ) . 
Occas ional ly Andrew of Samosata and Theodore.t s a i d they were not two WTVOerr* 
i n Jesus C h r i s t , but here they were adopting t h e i r opponents* terms. 
I t may appear that the Antiochenes taught two Sons by 'conjunction' 
because there were two natures each with a -n^ >ert*>Tn>v. This i s not r e a l l y true 
f o r they would have s a i d that i n Jesus C h r i s t the Logos, the Second Person of the 
T r i n i t y took a human nature so that there was only one Person whose were the two 
natures . 
• C h r i s t i s i n d i v i s i b l e i n h i s being C h r i s t , but He i s twofold i n His 
being God and His being man. He i s s ingle i n ftis sonship; He i s twofold i n Him 
who has assumed and Him who i s assumed. I n the Person of the Son He i s a s ingle . 
(Person) , but, as with two eyes , He i s d i f f e r e n t i n the natures of manhood and 
Godhead. For we know not two C h r i s t s or two Sons or Ohly-begottens, or L o r d s . . . . 
but One and the Same, who was seen i n the created and the uncreated nature.* 81 
S e l l e r s argues that t h i s i s the same doctrine as the Alexandrians even 
i f the Antiochenes object to the word 'composition' (o-uv/ 0fc « n s ) . The Son i s 
revealed i n f l e s h which means that He who was ccc*£*«>S i s now evcotpK-o^. I s t h i s 
not, he says , the same as the Alexandrians' JJL* cj>oc-i$ rou Qeoi> Aoyow <r&crcepv<ui^vi^ 
I s i t true then that . the Antiochenes began with 'two natures' and ended 
with 'two persons'? They began with the Person of the Logos who united to Him-
s e l f r e a l manhood; they denied that they taught two sons - the union was i n d i v i s -
i b l e . The two Chalcedonian adverbs 'without d i v i s i o n , without confusion' were 
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already to be found together i n t h e i r w r i t i n g s . Theodoret s a i d : ' I am equal ly 
anxious to avoid both the impious "confusion" and the impious "div is ion"; f o r to 
me i t i s equa l ly abominable to divide the One Son into two, and to deny the dua l i ty 
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84-of the natures . ' " The Antiochenes i n s i s t e d on the p r i n c i p l e of dividing the 
natures to remove ' c o n f u s i o n 1 , hut they.would share the view of Nestorius: * I 
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separate the natures , but unite the worship. ' 
'Recognising;' the two natures 
Sometimes to r e s i s t •confusion' they used ' d i s c e r n i n g ' , ' s e e i n g ' , 'con-
c e i v i n g ' , and 'recognis ing' rather than 'd iv id ing ' or ' separat ing' the two natures . 
T h i s ' d i s c e r n i n g ' i s what Theodore had i n mind when he wrote: 'We confess , and 
r i g h t l y , one Son, since the dividing of the natures ought of necess i ty to be 
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upheld, and the i n s e p a r a b i l i t y of the oneness of the prosopon to be preserved. ' 
Hers are the two bas ic p r i n c i p l e s of Antiochene C h r i s t o l o g i c a l doctr ine . 
S e l l e r s makes much of the p r i n c i p l e , and i n 'The Counci l of Chalcedon' 
he s ta te s : ' • • • • But i t should be understood t h a t , while the Antiochenes employ 
such strong terms as "separate" and "divide" they a l so speak of "recognising" 
or "apprehending", the natures i n t h e i r di f ference - terms, that i s , which shon 
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that t h e i r "dividing" i s a f t e r a l l a purely mental process . ' T h i s did not make 
them exac t ly l e v e l with the Monists however, f o r we must balance with t h i s the 
d u a l i s t phrases which C y r i l only allowed h e s i t a t i n g l y , e . g . ' temple' , ' s h r i n e ' , 
' t abernac l e ' , ' robe ' . Also the Monists only d i f f e r e n t i a t e d the sayings and 
act ions of the Discarnate or Incarnate Logos according to the ' t i m e s ' , whereas 
the Antiochenes divided these as appropriate to one or the other nature. 
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Nestorius s a i d that each nature had r e a l existence, i n the mind and 
must be 1 conceived' i f confusion i s to be avoided. I f we had the Greek o r i g i n a l 
i t would probably have shown that Nestorius meant ' a separation which i s conceived* 
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or ' a separation which i s i n the mind 1 . This i s not made c l e a r i n the S y r i a c . 
This gave the Antiochenes the,- advantage that they could c l e a r l y define 
and preserve the d i f ferences of the two natures . They f i e r c e l y upheld the im-
p a s s i b i l i t y of the Divine nature, e .g . Eus ta th ius : 'the temple su f f er s but the 
(d iv ine ) ouo-isk abides without spot and preserves i t s dignity without def i lement . ' 
c f 
And Theodoret says that since the Son i s opoooo-105 wi th the Father who i s impass-
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i b l e , His i s a nature which cannot undergo pass ion. Here they were upholding 
t h e i r f i r s t s o t e r i o l o g i c a l pr inc ip l e that God Himself must 'condescend'. 
This was r e a l Incarnat ion , and Nestorius was c l e a r that the Logos emptied 
himself to achieve t h i s : 'he possessed nothing human of h i s own, i n human th ings , 
but the w i l l of God became His own human w i l l , when He was made f i rm i n the actions 
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and s u f f e r i n g s o f the na tu re . Thus a l so i n t h i n g s d i v i n e , n o t h i n g i s H i s apa r t 
f r o m the human h u m i l i a t i o n ; b u t w h i l e remain ing God i n a l l t h i n g s , (He i s ) 
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t h a t wh ich the Man was by His nature i n s u f f e r i n g s , even i n i m p a s s i b i l i t y . * 
There fore i n the I n c a r n a t i o n - though o n l y i n the I n c a r n a t i o n - the Logos whose 
prosopon was now a human one, a l l owed h i m s e l f t o be c o n d i t i o n e d by t h i s manhood. 
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Elsewhere Nes to r iu s e l a b o r a t e d t h i s t h e o r y o f condescension. 
The Logos i n h i s d i v i n e nature has remained impass ible and immutable 
though he has t aken the f o r m o f a se rvan t . L a t e r Antiochenes were e s p e c i a l l y 
i n s i s t e n t on t h i s . Theodoret a f t e r quo t ing P h i l . 2 . 5 f f s a i d : 'Now i t i s p l a i n 
f r o m these words t h a t the f o r m o f God was not changed i n t o the f o r m o f a se rvan t , 
bu t remain ing what i t was 'fpfevooov* o - r w ) , took the f o r m o f the s e r v a n t . ' 
Despi te h i s con t inued emphasis on Kevwins i * 1 - C h r i s t o l o g y C y r i l i s c e r t a i n l y no 
K e n o t i c i s t i n the modern sense o f the word . 
There was a l a r g e measure o f agreement betvreen Uie Antiochenes and the 
Alexandr ians over the case o f Kenosis . Of the three C y r i l l i n e f o r m s , the 
Antiochenes would no t have accepted (u»etoocr<S ; x p u i | > i q was no t f o r e i g n t o them, 
b u t they would have t u r n e d n a t u r a l l y t o rrpor \v\*ty\^ . I n f a c t o f the two p r o o f 
t e x t s , John 1.14 and P h i l . 2 . 5 - 1 1 , the Antiochenes p r e f e r r e d the second. There 
were some d i f f e r e n c e s : a. i n the P h i l i p p i a n s passage the Antiochenes thought 
o f ' C h r i s t Jesus' as the sub j ec t and t h i s i s what i t a c t u a l l y says, b u t the 
Alexandr ians thought o f the Logos as the s ing le f a c t o r ; b . the Antiochenes thought 
o f t h i s as a d e s c r i p t i o n o f the two simultaneous na tu r e s , whereas the Alexandr ians 
s a i d t h a t the break a t v . 7 was f r o m the Discarnate t o the Inca rna te Logos; 
c . whereas the Fa the r s , as we have seen, thought o f Kenosis as a d d i t i o n r a t h e r 
than s u b t r a c t i o n , Nes to r iu s s p e c i f i c a l l y thought o f the two (jog><|>c*.L. o f Paul as 
two TTpoff-taiTrf r e l a t e d by a process o f g i v i n g and r e c e i v i n g ; d . whereas the 
Alexandr ians tended t o gloss over the P h i l i p p i a n s passage w i t h the Johannine 
and s t r e s s 'made f l e s h ' , the Antiochenes i n t e r p r e t e d the Johannine passage i n 
terms o f the o the r so t h a t 'becoming* meant ' r e c e i v i n g * o r 'assuming*. The d i f f -
erence between the two schools i s t h e r e f o r e about the e x t e n t and s t i l l more the 
s i g n i f i c a n c e o f what was added. A l l depended on how the t r a d i t i o n s answered the 
ques t ions : what i s assumed? and. hoy; i s i t r e l a t e d t o the assuming Logos? 
Prom Paul o f Samosata onwards the Antiochenes uphe ld the completeness 
o f the human n a t u r e . Eus t a th ius asser ted a ' t o t u s homo' - no t o n l y a body b u t 
a l so a s o u l wh ich i s opooyo-io^ w i t h men's souls and r a t i o n a l ( A o y i K " ^ ) . 
Theodore a t t a c k e d the A p o l l i n a r i a n d o c t r i n e t h a t the Logos took the place o f the 
r a t i o n a l s o u l f o r i f i t was no t r e a l the redemption o f the most i m p o r t a n t p e r t o f 
human nature was incomple te . Therefore i t i s not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t the Antiochenes 
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s a i d t h a t the manhood had i t s 'HjPoo'wTrov' , i t s • i n d i v i d u a l i t y 1 , so t h a t i t c o u l d 
he regarded as a ' p e r s o n 1 . I n the f i f t h cen tu ry t h i s was set a longside the 
ir^ocrwiToV o f the Godhead. Theodore s a i d : 
•When we d i s c e r n (f^Kp^^^b^) the na tu re s , we say the nature o f the d i v i n e 
Logos i s complete, and t h a t the TrpM-wnw i s complete - f o r i t cannot be s a i d t h a t 
a uTToe-roto-is i s w i t h o u t i t s prosopon ( i*np«><riAM-roN/ ) ; and we say t h a t the nature 
o f the Man i s complete, and l i k e w i s e the irpoixun<v . . . . We say t h a t the Trpoc-wnov 
of the d i v i n e Logos i s p rope r , t o o , t h a t o f the Man; f o r the na tures are d i sce rned-
though the-n-poa-WMov c o n s t i t u t e d by the un ion i s one. So t h e n , when we take i n 
hand t o d i s c e r n the na tu r e s , we say t h a t the -npooxJiTov o f the Man i s complete , and 
complete , t o o , t h a t o f the Godhead.' 
What i s the' r o o t cause o f the i n s i s t e n c e on the t^oeruT^>\/ o f the manhood? 
F i r s t , because every vrroaT^ir^ had t o have. a-rcpoo-umotf • Second, because the A n t i o c h -
enes thought t h e i r opponents were unsound, they determined t o uphold i t . They 
ware r e a l l y o n l y upho ld ing the ouo "TTpotyj-'si.r,*. o f the A lexandr i ans , accord ing t o 
S e l l e r s , b u t p u t more s t r e s s on i t . They had d i f f e r e n t ends i n v i ew , f o r the 
Antiochenes were determined t o r e j e c t A p o l l i n a r i a n i s m and Eutychian ism and hence 
t h e i r emphasis on d u a l i t y , whereas the Alexandr ians knew t h a t extreme dual i sm 
had to be d e a l t w i t h an so they s t r e s sed the u n i t y . There was a l s o a d i f f e r e n c e 
i n t h e i r a t t i t u d e t o the manhood and i t s p lace i n the redemptive process . The 
Alexandr ians tended t o t h i n k o f 'Represen ta t ive Man 1 , b u t the Antiochenes l a i d a 
f i r s h o l d on 'The Man' and ' a man*, the one p e r f e c t and obedient i n d i v i d u a l . 
We can summarise the Antiochene p o s i t i o n by saying t h a t f r o m a s o t e r i o l o g -
i c a l p o i n t o f view and t h e r e f o r e a C h r i s t o l o g i c a l one, bo th the Logos and the man 
had an impor t an t and an e s s e n t i a l p a r t t o p l a y i n Jesus C h r i s t . The 'Homo 
assumptus' was a j u n i o r p a r t n e r o f the 'Verbum assuaens ' , and n o t j u s t the e n v i r -
onment i n which the b a t t l e took p l a c e . G- r i l lme ie r p o i n t s out t h a t the Antiochene 
school developed out o f the Logos-sarx background b u t the problem became acute 
when the Logos-anthropos combinat ion th rea tened the u n i t y o f the Person o f C h r i s t . 
Never theless the Antiochenes were r i g h t t o s t r e s s the Double Homoousios and t h i s 
was a l l owed a t Chalcedon. 
R e c i p r o c i t y o f the Two Natures and the Bond o f Union 
Jesus C h r i s t i a one Trpoo"idiro/ w i t h two ooe-i«u. But a l so each ooo\*. had 
i t s own TrpoB-u>iro</ • The Logos H a k e s ' the Tpoe-umov o f the manhood and ' g i v e s ' the 
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d i v i n e ousia t o the manhood. Loofs says ' g i v i n g ' and ' t a k i n g ' does no t i m p l y 
a s u b s t a n t i a l u n i o n , bu t the r e l a t i o n s h i p i s se t up on the r a t i o n a l l e v e l on bo th 
s ides by f r e e w i l l . The r e c i p r o c i t y i s o f two pe r sona l a c t i o n s . But the Logos 
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' g i v e s and t akes ' ( ' g i v i n g us h i s and t a k i n g ou r s ' ) f o r the u n i o n was cen t r ed 
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i n the Person o f the Logos. I t was no t a un ion on the s p i r i t u a l plane h u t a 
t heo ry o f the p h i l o s o p h i c a l u n i o n . Nes to r ius used i t t o e x p l a i n the *commun-
i c a t i o id ioaa tuas ' . S e l l e r s says: 'To rega rd him as one who would se t up a non-
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metaphys ica l C h r i s t o l o g y i s t o remove him f r o m h i s own a g e 1 . 
Nes to r ius f o l l o w i n g Theodore c e r t a i n l y a l l owed the t r ans fe rence o f a t t r i b u t e s -
99 100 i n Jesus C h r i s t ' t h e f l e s h i s c a l l e d God1 and 'God the Logos i s c a l l e d man' . 
Indeed h i s t heo ry o f ' g i v i n g * and ' t a k i n g * leaves no doubt . Jesus C h r i s t was the 
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'common prosopon o f the d i v i n i t y and the h u m a n i t y ' . Then, ' a l l the t h i n g s 
w h i i h are c a l l e d a f t e r the un ion i n r e s p e c t . t o b o t h o f these t h i n g s which are 
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u n i t e d come t o be w i t h re ference t o the one p r o s o p o n ' . I n the un ion the 
prosopa o f the natures made use o f each o the r so the names o f each cou ld be 
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changed. I t was not merely t h a t one prosopon c o u l d make use o f the o the r 
prcsopon f o r one nature c o u l d make use o f i t s opposi te prosopon, hence the p rop-
e r t i e s o f humanity o r d i v i n i t y cou ld be exchanged. But the natures ' r ema in the 
one and the o t h e r ' . 
The Alexandr ians used the method o f communicatio idiomatum t o give f u l l 
scope t o t h i s process o f t r a n s f e r e n c e . The Antiochenes too were compelled t o 
admit i t s l e g i t i m a c y since i t was o c c a s s i o n a l l y f o u n d i n S c r i p t u r e . They a l lowed 
three ways i n which t o accept i t and gave S c r i p t u r a l re fe rences ( e . g . Acts 3 .15 , 
20 .28 , I C o r i n t h i a n s 2 , 8 ) . I t c o u l d be a me taphor ica l use o n l y , so t h a t Diodore 
s a i d : ' I f anyone should w i s h t o use the t i t l e Son o f God f o r the Son of Dav id 
m e t a p h o r i c a l l y ( K b t r d ^ p - ^ o - T L K w S ) , he i s a t l i b e r t y t o do so because He f r o m Dav id 
105 106 i s the Temple o f the Logos*. Theodore a l so f i n d s good S c r i p t u r a l w a r r a n t : 
'The sacred books a l so teach us t h i s u n i o n , no t o n l y when they i m p a r t t o us the 
knowledge o f each nature bu t a l so when they a f f i r m , t h a t what i s due t o one i s a l s o 
due t o the o ther so t h a t we should understand the w o n d e r f u l s u b l i m i t y o f the un ion 
which took place between them* . . . . 
'Any time the B i b l e wishes t o speak o f the t h i n g s done i n the human n a t u r e , i t 
r i g h t l y r e f e r s them t o the d i v i n e nature because they are h i g h above our na tu re ; 
i n t h i s i t shows the un ion a f the d i v i n e nature w i t h the man i n o rder t o make 
c r e d i b l e the t h i n g s done t o him . . . ( b u t ) l e t us l e a r n the d i s t i n c t i o n between 
the natures and t h e i r u n i o n f r o m Holy S c r i p t u r e and l e t us h o l d s t e d f a s t t o t h i s 
d o c t r i n e and understand the d i f f e r e n c e between these n a t u r e s . ' 
F i n a l l y Nes to r ius thought he had l i f t e d the problem i n t o a new sphere by 
h i s t heo ry o f t heo ry o f the p rosop ic u n i o n . So the Antiochenes a l lowed t h i s 
technique even i f t hey f e l t bound t o q u a l i f y i t s imp ly because S c r i p t u r e occas ion-
a l l y used i t . Yet they were a lways .happier when they c o u l d d i v i d e the a t t r i b u t e s 
i n t o G o d - b e f i t t i n g and m a n - b e f i t t i n g , and i n t e r p r e t e d as much as pos s ib l e i n the 
New Testament i n accordance w i t h t h i s p r i n c i p l e , evsn when a modern exegete wou ld 
be a g a i n s t them. 
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The grea t t e s t case o f the p r i n c i p l e was the Theotokos con t rove r sy which 
l e d u l t i m a t e l y t o N e s t o r i u s ' d o w n f a l l . Between the two extremes o f QLOTOKO;, 
and dx/Opto-iroToicoj he suggested the compromise term Xptoro TOKO$ • He was prepared 
t o a l l o w the simple b e l i e v e r t o go on u s ing the term Theotokos b u t r e a l i s e d i t s 
i n h e r e n t danger. Both Diodore and Theodore be fo re h i n had r e j e c t e d the 'double 
b i r t h 1 t h e o r y and Nes to r iu s was even more emphat ic . • The Fathers descr ibe the 
Economy no t as the B i r t h ( ^ f e v w j < n s ) b u t as the I n c a r n a t i o n (fcv*/0pcoTr'>y<J'i <; ^ . : .• 
f o r the Godhead i s incapable o f b i r t h o r s u f f e r i n g and t h e r e f o r e the Logos i s not 
suscep t ib l e t o a double b i r t h . The nature which was e t e r n a l l y w i t h the Father 
was no t bo rn new. Two b i r t h s c o u l d i m p l y two Sons. 'Prove unto me t h a t God 
the Word was born i n f l e s h o f a woman and then e x p l a i n t o me how thou understandest 
t h a t he was b o r n . 1 
The r e a l d i f f i c u l t y f o r Dvia l i s t s over the Double Generat ion t h e o r y ( f a v o u r e d 
by C y r i l ) l i e s i n d e s c r i b i n g i t as the double b i r t h o f the Logos. S e l l e r s says 
that, the Antiochenes accepted the p r i n c i p l e o f ' t w o b i r t h s ' b u t i n a q u a l i f i e d 
f a s h i o n . I t may seem t h a t Diodore r e j e c t e d i t , e . g . i n con t r a Synousiastas : 
'The d i v i n e Logos d i d no t undergo two b i r t h s , one be fo re the ages, the o ther i n 
these l a s t d a y s ' . But i t does have a c o n t e x t : ' I n any d i s c u s s i o n concerning 
the b i r t h s accord ing t o n a t u r e , i t must no t be thought t h a t the d i v i n e Logos i s 
son o f M a r y ' . He does no t deny saying the Logos i s born o f a V i r g i n b u t i t i s 
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' t h r o u g h a f i g u r e o f speech ' . 
Why d i d these teachers ascr ibe d i v i n e and human a t t r i b u t e s t o the name 
' C h r i s t ' ? By ' C h r i s t * they meant the One i n whom the two natures have been 
j o i n e d toge the r - the Logos I n c a r n a t e , Nes to r ius c a l l e d ' C h r i s t ' , ' t h e name o f 
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the economv'. Theodoret was more e x p l i c i t : 'The name " C h r i s t " i n the case 
o f our L o r d and Saviour s i g n i f i e s the Incarna te Logos (T©V fev<xv©pcovT'V}o-^TV Aopw) t 
The Emmanuel, the "God w i t h us" , so s a i d , s i g n i f i e s the s i n g l e nature (T^v onTA^jv 
4>u5iv), be fo re the w o r l d , supe r io r t o t i m e , and i n c o r p o r a l (uVupttTov/ ) . ' ^ " ^ 
Nes to r ius p a r t i c u l a r l y c o u l d not a l l o w the C y r i l l i n e view o f ' n a t u r a l * or 
' h y p o s t a t i c ' u n i o n , because such a u n i o n was no t v o l u n t a r y and h i s idea o f a 
v o l u n t a r y un ion was c e r t a i n l y no t o n t o l o g i c a l . I t meant t h a t the Logos was no t 
preserved i n i m p a s s i b i l i t y o r e l se the whole t h i n g was a sham. C y r i l speaks 
f r e q u e n t l y o f v o l u n t a r y <tvw«"i^ b u t s p o i l s t h i s f o r D u a l i s t s by m a i n t a i n i n g a f t e r 
the Keno t i c a c t an o n t o l o g i c a l t h e o r y o f the u n i o n . N e s t o r i u s ' p r o t e s t s aga in s t 
the theo ry o f n a t u r a l un ion on the grounds o f i t s n o n - v o l u n t a r y charac te r are 
e x p l a i n e d by S c i p i o n i as f o l l o w s . Every n a t u r a l un ion o f which the model i s the 
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r e l a t i o n o f sou l and body i n man i s a un ion o f incomplete na tu res , fcack oj ipv\\ch 
i s a f f e c t e d by the un ion t o f o r m a new na tu re . This i s a n a t u r a l and not a 
v o l i t i o n a l compulsion a r i s i n g f r o m the neces s i ty o f nature and no t the d e t e r m i n a t i o n 
of w i l l . While t h i s may be p a r t o f the t r u t h i t does no t exhaust f o r N e s t o r i u s 
the s i g n i f i c a n c e o f h i s o b j e c t i o n . He seems t o pass f r o m metaphys ica l t o v o l i t -
i o n a l cons ide ra t ions w i t h o u t s t r a i n . Probably i t i s a t w o - p o i n t e d o b j e c t i o n 
r a t h e r than a s i n g l e metaphys ica l a t t a c k . 
I l l 
According t o Nes to r ius the Logos had ' t a k e n a prosopon o f h u m i l i t y ' and 
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' g i v e n ' Man a d i v i n e appearance and a prosopon o f ' e x a l t a t i o n ' o r ' a d o p t i o n ' . 
So ' t h e manhood i s the prosopon of the Godhead, and the Godhead i s the prosopon o f 
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the manhood'. He thought the un ion o f Godhead and manhood i n the Person o f 
Jesus C h r i s t had t o be b o t h v o l u n t a r y and p e r s o n a l . I t was v o l u n t a r y because i t 
depended on the w i l l o f the Logosji and he was f o l l o w i n g Theodore who had c a l l e d i t 
' u n i o n accord ing t o good p l e a s u r e ' . I t was pe r sona l because the manhood was u n i t e d 
t o the Logos h i m s e l f . A l l the Antiochenes denied t h a t the manhood assumed by the 
Logos was ' t h a t o f another beside h i m s e l f (crtpotf -n*e>$ irVp'otuTov ) - i t was the 
'own' o f the Logos. Andrew o f Samosata exp re s s ly s a i d t h i s i n h i s r e p l y t o 
anathema I I o f C j r r i i , b u t u s ing the analogy o f the u n i o n o f the s o u l w i t h i t s own 
and no t another f l e s h . 
I t has been shown t h a t the Antiochene p o s i t i o n was not j u s t a C h r i s t o l o g -
i c a l p re fe rence bu t an i n t e g r a t e d p o i n t o f v i ew . 'Monism stood f o r the r i c h 
r e a l i t i e s o f r e l i g i o u s f a i t h even when these landed i n paradoxes o r mys t e r i e s . 
Dua l i sm, the s t r e n g t h o f which l a y i n c r i t i c a l a n a l y s i s o f f e r e d a c o r r e c t i v e "Yes, 
b u t " i n the i n t e r e s t s o f c l a r i t y . Thus the c o n f l i c t over the term Theotokos 
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bears a l l the marks o f a s t rugg le between popu la r p i e t y and s c i e n t i f i c t h e o l o g y . 1 
I t remains t o examine some o f the f o r e r u n n e r s and contemporaries o f 
Nes to r ius w i t h i n the Antiochene s choo l , and assess no t so much how they f u l f i l 
i n d e t a i l what we have noted i n genera l te rms, b u t r a t h e r hot? much they l i n k w i t h 
each o the r and w i t h the he r e s i a r ch h i m s e l f . 
PAUL OF SAMOSATA 
Paul may be c a l l e d the f o r e r u n n e r o f Nes to r ius bu t he was w r i t i n g a t a stage 
when the T r i n i t a r i a n d i spu tes had no t r e a l l y s e t t l e d and h i s C h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
i n f l u e n c e may t h e r e f o r e be s a i d t o bs i n d i r e c t . I n one aspect o f h i s thought 
we f i n d the same A r i s t o t e l i a n d i a l e c t i c which emerges l a t e r i n Thomas Aquinas* 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l a t t i t u d e s t o ' subs tance ' and ' a c c i d e n t s ' . For ins tance one f ragment 
8 1 . 
115 d i s t i n g u i s h e s ' s u b s t a n t i a l ' and ' q u a l i t a t i v e ' u n i o n . He had a double 
c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n o f the Incarna te L o r d , which h© compared w i t h God i n d w e l l i n g 
i n the Temple or one person d w e l l i n g i n another pe r son . Was the d i f f e r e n c e 
o f k i n d o r degree? There i s evidence o f a bond o f un ion i n a c t i v i t y (e/e '^fci* 
c f . frvocis c / t r i y-^j ' ) • Loofs s a y s ^ ^ t h i s represents the mature c r y s t a l i s -
a t i o n o f Pau l ' s t hough t , bu t Bardy i s more d o u b t f u l and t h i n k s we can go no 
f u r t h e r than the t heo ry o f pe r sona l i n d w e l l i n g , evidence f o r which i s r e l a t i v e l y 
p l e n t i f u l . ^ ^ 
There i s the problem o f the d e f i n i t e d i s t i n c t i o n betvreen on the one hand 
the s a in t s and sages, and on the o the r hand the Incarna te L o r d . He c e r t a i n l y 
appeared t o i n t e r p r e t the I n c a r n a t i o n i n terms o f ' i n s p i r a t i o n ' and the thought 
forms u s u a l l y be long ing t o the d o c t r i n e o f the Holy S p i r i t . C h r i s t was ' a 
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man l i k e us bu t g r ea t e r i n every r e s p e c t 1 . I t i s impor t an t that ' he c la imed 
C h r i s t had a d i f f e r e n t c o n s t i t u t i o n f r o m us , and i n three p a r t i c u l a r ways: 
a. the b i r t h o f the 'homo C h r i s t i 1 was o f the Holy S p i r i t , and p o s s i b l y by t h i s 
he meant the evidence of the V i r g i n B i r t h ; Bardy d iscounts t h i s as confused; 
b . He was the p r edes t i na t e man, the man o f promise ( f r o m prophecy) and y e t 
there was a d i f f e r e n c e f r o m the i n d w e l l i n g o f the p a t r i a r c h s and p rophe t s : 
c . i t was accord ing t o the S c r i p t u r e s , i . e . the C h r i s t o l o g i c a l use o f the Old 
Testament. 
There i s an i n d i c a t i o n o f the problem a l l the way th rough - the tendency 
t o approximate the D i v i n e nature i n the human n a t u r e , as C h r i s t i n the C h r i s t i a n . 
C y r i l p o i n t e d t h i s out foux oufi iobi^ txAAx x«tToc TTetoT^w^ the Logos f r o m above, 
below - manhood f r o m below above, or f r o m below here (<*vio Qev , Kx'-neo Ge^s or 
ev T6v&6\/). Th is p a r t i c u l a r o b j e c t i o n t o a s u b s t a n t i a l i n d w e l l i n g i s not made 
anywhere e l se and amounts t o a d e n i a l t h a t a l o g i c a l syn thes i s i s poss ib l e 
between two elements w i t h d i f f e r e n t ' d i r e c t i o n marks* ( ' f r o m above 1 - ' f r o m • 
b e l o ^ ' ) . As a r e s u l t , w h i l e seeking t o d i scover a d i f f e r e n c e o f k i n d he has 
.to f a l l back on a d i f f e r e n c e i n degree. But he d i d a l so s t ress t h a t manhood 
mat ters and t h a t moral progress was i m p o r t a n t , and thus he c e r t a i n l y p o i n t s 
f o r w a r d t o N e s t o r i u s . 
EUSTATHIUS OF ANTIOCK ( d i e d be fo re 557) 
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?•!. Spanneut i n an a r t i c l e i n the J o u r n a l o f T h e o l o g i c a l Studies s a i d : 
'On a longtemps neg l ige l e s idees theologiques d 'Eustathe d 1 A n t i o c h e . . . F r» 
L o o f s ^ a v a i t p r e s s e n t i 1*importance de l ' o e u v r e eus ta th ienne pour l ' h i s t o i r e de 
l a t h e o l o g i e . D^s 1914 i l l anca uns these nouve l le sur l a place de l ' evsque 
d 'Ant ioche e t la. r e p r i t jusqu'a. sa mor t , non sans e v o l u e r quelque p e u . 1 
82. 
A f t e r ment ioning works by Z o e p f l , Burn , S e l l e r s and Ger icke , he con t inues : 
'En somme deux reponses sont en presence: 1 ' i n t e r p r e t a t i o n t r a d i t i o n e l l e , r e p r i s e 
par Z o e p f l , q u i v o i t en Eustathe un t h e o l o g i e n pur de t o u t Sabel l ian isme e t 
orthcdoxe en c h r i s t o l o g i e (une personne, dsi/x na tu res , mons l a t e r m i n o l o g i e ) ; 
une p o s i t i o n p lus r ecen te , ga ran t i e pa r F r . L o o f s , q u i f a i t d 'Eusta the un 
r ep rese j i t an t de l ' e c o l e ant iochenne, avec uhe concept ion economique de l a 
T r i n i t e e t une c h r i s t o l o g i e exagerement d u a l i s t s . Dans l e d e r n i e r cas, not re 
auteur a cote de Marcel d 'Ancyre , a s s u r e r a i t l e r e l a i e n t r e , d'une p a r t , Pau l 
de Samosate, Theophi le d 'Ant ioche e t , par d e l a , 1*Occident, d ' au t r e p a r t , 
Diodore de Tarse , Theodore de Mopsueste, e t , par ' l a , l e Nes tor ian i sme. Cette 
these nouve l le - on p o u r r a i t d i r e c e t t e synthase - e s t a premiere vue v r a i s e -
mblable e t en t o u t cas seduisante . Les idees t r i n i t a i r e s e t c h r i s t o l o g i q u e s 
d 'Eusta the s ' y p r e t e n t - e l i e s on s ' y r e f u s e n t - e l i e s ? 1 . 
More r e c e n t l y G r i l l m e i e r c la ims ' a r a t h e r d i f f e r e n t p o s i t i o n f o r E u s t a t h i u s . 
He says t h a t be fo re the con t roversy w i t h A p o l l i n a r i u s , Eus t a th iu s t r i e d t o 
balance W o r d - f l e s h t e rmino logy w i t h another f ramework, and he has been u n f a i r l y 
se t between Paul o f Samosata and E e s t o r i u s . He used un-Antiochene language 
and o n l y because o f the r e p u t a t i o n was doubt f e l t about h i s b e l i e f i n the 
Communicatio Idiomatum. I n f a c t he says q u i t e c l e e r l y : 1 M a n i f e s t © deprehensi 
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sun t , q u i Verbum Deum o c c i d i s s e n t e t o r u c i a f f i x i s s e n t * . He a l so used the 
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t i t l e ' T h e o t o k o s ' . His ideas o f the d i v i n i s a t i o n o f the s o u l and body o f 
C h r i s t and communicatio i n the Logos a l so p o i n t e d t o what G- r i l lme ie r terms a 
' u n i t i v e t heo logy* . Th i s may be compared w i t h Or igen , though Eus t a th iu s a l so 
s a i d t h a t Or igen ' s t h e o r y o f the sou l made C h r i s t an o r d i n a r y nan and he d i d not 
take the d i v i n e nature i n t o c o n s i d e r a t i o n ovxtrn i<o£i TIJ5 oef*oc$ t/v-oo 
^To^o*.|o|jfcvo5 i u c r t u f ) . The sou l a l so had the power o f the Logos t o l e a d souls out 
o f h e l l . 
Thus G r i l l m e i e r concludes t h a t h i s t heo logy i s ' u n i t i v e ' though w e l l 
ba lanced. I t waf; i n h i s f i g h t w i t h A r i a n Logos-sarx C h r i s t o l o g y t h a t we f i n d 
the ' o t h e r ' Eus t a th iu s w i t h a ' d i v i s i v e ' t h e o l o g y . P re s t i ge a l so t h i n k s there 
was. At> extreme emphasis on d u a l i t y which endangered the u n i t y o f the person o f 
C h r i s t i n the w r i t i n g s o f E u s t a t h i u s , Chrysostom o r Theodoret . But i t i s 
necessary t o ques t ion how G- r i l lme ie r can deduce so much f r o m the scanty f r a g -
ments. I n the absence of secure d a t i n g h i s t heo ry o f a r a d i c a l change i n h i s 
C h r i s t o l o g y a f t e r the outbreak o f the A r i a n con t rove r sy i s p a r t i c u l a r l y 
1S2 
v u l n e r a o l e . 
D u a l i s t elements however undoubtedly e x i s t i n the f r agmen t s , and h i s Seas 
have been ca t ego r i s ed by Spanneut as: a. *le mechanisme de 1 * I n c a r n a t i o n ' : 
b . * l a nature humaine dans I ' e t r e que en r e s u i t e ' . 
85. 
The impassible) Word took a human temple , he assumed (<*•<* A <* jEtov) a human 
i n s t r u m e n t , he *t|oo up and w o r e ' , he ' i n h a b i t e d ' , ' o ccup ied h i m s e l f ' the man, 
so t h a t the experience was r e a l b u t i t was the experience o f God. ' L ' l n c a r n -
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a t i o n aux yeux d 'Eustathe e s t b i e n l ' a s s o m p t i o n d 'un homme par l e V e r b e ' . 
He thus chose the Word-nan-framework. He c a l l e d the human nature 'I'homme du 
C h r i s t 1 antf ' i l l ue a t t r i b u e e x p l i c i t e m e n t une ame'. The Fathers were s i l e n t 
about the ex is tence o f a human sou l o f C h r i s t a t t h i s p e r i o d y e t Eus t a th iu s 
s a i d : ' p o u r q u o i j u g e n t - i l s s i impor t an t de monter que l e C h r i s t assuma un 
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corps sans aoe?' Spanneut- says o f t h i s : 'Par c e t t e c la i rvoyance unique 
• ' ' s 
i t a t t a q u a i t l ' h e r e s i e en son p o i n t f a i b l e e t s auva i t I ' i n t e g r i t e des natures 
dans l e C h r i s t ' . 1 2 ^ 
I f the human nature was complete was i t necessary t o c a l l t h i s man a 
person? ' L a tendance exagerement d u a l i s t e e s t e v i d e n t chez Eus ta the . Cependant 
ne donnons pas au term T r p o i r M T T O V q u ' i l appl ique p a r f o i s . a l a nature humaine 
du C h r i s t une v a l e u r q u ' i l n ' a v a i t pas . Souvent en e f f e t l 1 e v e que d 'Ant ioche 
/ A 
a f f i r m e a i l l e u r s 1 ' u n i t e du Sauveur. C ' e s t l e meme C h r i s t que a deux 
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naissances 
G r i l l m e i e r p o i n t s out t h a t he began t o q u a l i f y h i s communicatio s t a t e -
127 
ments, e . g . ' F o r i t i s no t r i g h t t o say t h a t the Word, o r God, d i e d ' . We 
beg in t o see him sepa ra t ing the ac t ions w i t h i n C h r i s t as recorded i n the 
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S c r i p t u r e s . The body was v a r i o u s l y desc r ibed as ' t e m p l e ' , ' t a b e r n a c l e ' , 
' house 1 , 'garment* o f the Logos, and t o make i t unique he used the term . 
' f u l l n e s s ' . I g n a t i u s o f A n t i o c h had used the phrase &ees <r<*pKo d> ogo^ ; h i s 
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successor used « v S ^ n n o ^ ©eo^opoj , homo d e i f e r . 
Spanneut sums up by say ing : 
'Puisque l ' i n s i s t a n c e d u a l i s t e n ' a p p a r a i t que dans l e s f r agmen t s , generalement 
a n t i - a r i e n s , t o u t l a i s s e c r o i r e qu 'Eustathe y f u t amene par l a polemique. 
Contre ceux a u i d iminua ien t t o u r a t o u r dans l e C h r i s t l ' h u m a i n e t l e d i v i n , 
i l e u t a monter l a p e r f e c t i o n rec iproque de l'homme e t du Verbe. Eus ta the , 
en ce sens, ne s e r a i t pas ne A n t i o c h i e n . Les Ar i ens l ' a u r a i e n t rendu t e l . . . . 
Eustathe d 'Ant ioche nous p a r a i t done peu fonde a s e r v i r de temoin pour a t t e s t e r 
l e con t inu^ te d'une t r a d i t i o n antiochenne . . . . Sa c h r i s t o l o g i e , t r e s a f f i r m a t i v e 
s u r i ' u n i t e ^ & u Sauveur, ne d o i t p e u t - e t r e dualisme exagere qu'aux c i r c o n -
s tances . ' 
DIODORE OF TARSUS ( d i e d be fo re 594) 
Thi s Father i s u s u a l l y assoc ia ted w i t h Eus t a th iu s as be ing an i n t e r m e d i a r y 
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between Paul o f Samosata and the l a t e r Ant iochenes . The ex i s t ence o f a 
84. 
direct link cannot be substantiated and a continuous succession i s at least 
non proven. Certainly the charge of 'being Paul's men' was hotly denied by 
Theodora and Nestorius, despite a general similarity of pattern. 
Jerome mentioned that Diodore was a disciple of Eusebius, but we have to 
remember that Eusebius was within the Logos-sarx framework, and previous 
interpretations have always made Diodore a representative of the Word-man school. 
What place does he appear to give to the 'soul' in the extant fragments? His 
writings in opposition to the Emperor Julian seem to make him defend the true 
divinity of Christ. He introduced a loosening in the concept of the unity of 
Christ in reply to the attacks of Julian in order to safeguard the G-odhead, 
and possibly the idea of a twofold worship i s to rebut the accusation of 
worshipping a man. He allowed Theotokos but wanted i t to be balanced by 
Anthropotokos. The distinction between the divinity and the humanity of Christ 
was not necessarily carried to the lengths of separation. According to 
Grillmeier his theology of distinction was set within a Logos-sarx and not, as 
with Theodore, a Logos-anthropos framework. Thus for him Christ had a human 
soul but as with Athanasius, i t was not a theological factor* There was a 
striking neglect of the soul even in the Apollinarian controversy, and yet 
Apollinarius said of Diodore and Flavian of Antioch, that they were 'syoophants, 
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dividing the Lord into two prosopa*. Grillmeier however points out that 
whereas this is found among the Paulinists, 'Diodore, as a Meletian, would not.' 
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have been much inclined to resort to ..the theological ideas of the other side.' 
His exegesis of Luke 2*52 is important. He said the Logos himself could 
not have increased in age and in wisdom, and so i t must have been the flesh for 
i t was the flesh which had to be created and born and the Logos imparted wisdom 
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gradually. We should note that in this the Logos was not opposed to the 
'man' but to the flesh and the Logos was the direct source of e w ^ i j , which 
shows his link with Eusebius of Emesa. There was a real link with the Logos-
sarx school, even though the bulk of his writings show the other framework. 
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The mixture may point to a transitional period. Thus although i t was gener-
ally thought that representatives of 'divisive' Christology were God-man types, 
Eusebius (completely) and Diodore (in part) are representatives of divisive 
christology of the Logos-sarx type, which was soon to be overcome by the other. 
His temporary use of a Logos-sarx fratework for this divisive theology 
surprised Cyr i l , who said: 'Diodore should also listen to this t-. I f you now 
cal l (that) flesh which you once described as the man from Naze re th taken (by 
the Logos), then show yourself to us without any disguise and mask, say clearly 
85. 
what in your opinion a nan should think, and do not seek to deceive (simple) 
156 
listeners by speaking simply of a soulless flesh.' 
This thesis of Grillmeier i s contested by Rowan Greer in the Journal 
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of Theological Studies. He admits that on terminology alone Diodore does 
not match up to the usual Antiochene Logos-anthropos framework, but there i s no 
ground for thinking he i s a Logos-sarx theologian by his mere use of 'f lesh'. 
He asserts that as a Scriptural theologian he believed that there were two 
subjects of predication in Jesus Christ. He notes of Diodore's exegesis of 
Matthew 22.41f: 'Diodore's explanation i s that Christ in the Gospel i s demon-
strating that he i s both David's son qua man and David's Lord qua the Word and 
in so far as the man received the tit le by his union with the Word.... The 
t it le Lord properly belongs to God, btrt by grace i s bestowed upon David's son. 
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The human subject i s David's son by nature; his Lord,by grace.' 
Greer disputes that for Diodore humanity was really only f ie she en three 
grounds. He defined man as a creature rather than as a relation between body 
and soul. The soul more appropriately took a part of the grace of God rather 
than the body. I t i s untrue that the soul was not a centre of discussion with 
the Apollinarians, and i t i s their basic assumption of the analogy of the soul 
and body which he rejects. Also Greer contends that the difficult Fragment 2 
is not what Diodore himself believed but rather an attempt on his part to give 
a fa ir statement of Apollinarian teaching, in orders .to show the absurdity of 
their position. Again the term 'flesh' when used by Diodore i s simply the 
uncritioal way of expressing the man born of Mary, and this dear in Fragment 12. 
' . . . . The reason he uses the term is that i t i s firmly embedded in the universal 
tradition of the Church. His terminology i s , in any case, rather loose and f luid 
and there is no compelling reason to doubt that he could simply adopt uncrit-
ically the usual way of speaking of the Incarnation, a way which ultimately 
derives from John 1.14 . . . . In short) Diodore uses "flesh" in a traditional 
and non-technical way. Theodore alone of the Antioohenes eschews the word 
and replaces i t with his more fixed terminology . . . . The traditional term 
"flesh" is interpreted biblically rather than philosophically. And, I should 
argue, Diodore's use of flesh must be read against a biblical rather than a 
philosophical background.' 1^ 9 
With regard to the Communicatio Idiomatum, the communion was thought to 
be one of honour, worship and grace. David's son might be called L 0 r d 'not 
140 
because he is from Mary', but ' in rapeot of honour'. This interpretation 
would not satisfy the Alexandrians who wished to assert a f u l l metaphysical 
communication of the attributes of God and man. 
86. 
Greer summarises his contention against Grillmeier'B thesis that Diodore 
built upon a Logos-sarx framework under four headings. a. He was misled by 
Briare 1a translation of the anti-Apollinarian fragment into thinking thiB was 
Diodore's own view. b. He puts too much weight on Diodore's terminology, e.g. 
'f lesh'. c. He thinks Diodore's coamunicatio idiomatum is some kind of natural 
union and so misinterprets his descriptions of Christ's remarkable powers, 
d. His attempts to reorientate his Christology in terms of a defence of Christ's 
divinity against the Emperor Julian 'seem quite gratuitous'. And so Diodore 
should be reclassified as a 'true Antioohene'. 
In conclusion i t seems that Diodore's Christology was completely after 
579 and 581. At the Council of Constantinoplet Meletius (who died while the 
Council was: in session) and Diodore played a special role and probably influenced 
the canons of the Council. Diodore was certainly regarded as the standard of 
orthodoxy in his own region. Aooording to some Nestorian writings in 612 this 
council brought the Logos-anthropos framework into the open as an effective 
counter-balance to the Logos-sarx framework. I t is preoisely because he did 
not accept a soul that he opposed 'one hypostasis' formulas, for this did not 
sufficiently loosen the unity between Word and flesh. He is concerned not so 
much because the humanity of the Lord was being lost by the Apollinarian contro-
versy, but, says Grillmeier, that the Godhead of the Logos was endangered. He 
was unable to construct an effective theology in the Logos-anthropos framework 
and prepared the way for another Antioohene, Theodore. 
THEODORE OP MOPSUESTIA (died 428) 
Theodore's Christology was largely unquestioned during his lifetime, and 
is therefore likely to be less self-conscious and more subtle in i t s Antiochene 
thought than 'The Bazaar'. The language appears to be formally orthodox but 
we s t i l l must wonder whether what he intends to convey is what the orthodox 
Church accepted as the correct teaching about the Person of Christ. He is always 
classified as a 'biblical theologian' and hence his description as 'the Interpret-
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er ' . R.A.Norris thinks there i s a considerable link between his Christology 
and his doctrine of man. There i s a certain tension between his work as 'the 
Interpreter' and his attempts to move into speculative theology. The latter 
i s subsidiary but makes itself most fe l t in his anthropology. He certainly did 
know his way into the f ie ld of theology, and was no mean systematic theologian. 
87. 
His main debate was with Apollinarius who denied the human soul of Christ 
and so we have to see what Theodore thought about the human soul in general, 
and in Christ in particular. Man consisted of body and soul - he i s a dich-
otomist in anthropology. Therefore the soul had an independent hypostasis, 
was rational and practical, passible and mutable, and the seat of the intellect. 
I t was brought into conjunction with the body as a partner but s t i l l an 'indep-
endent substance. I t was a creaturely being, yet man was made in the image 
of God in whom the structure of creation was seen in microcosm. The Fal l 
deprived rnqwiHnfl of this role through disobedience, and redemption was to be 
seen as ethical renewal in which the human nature played a vital role with the 
Logos. In spite of the Fal l man had the freedom and moral responsibility 
necessary to assist in this. Some scholars have called this Theodore's 
Pelagianism. rl-s emphasised the homo victor theme. The initiative i s 
certainly divine, but the Man won for himself and others that redemption 
described by reason of his union with God the Word. I t was the product both 
of divine self-giving and of human obedience. 
This meant that the two natures had to be dualistically presented. 
Applied to Scripture, certain sayings of Christ befitted either his deity of 
his humanity. Theodore went beyond difference of properties to think of these 
as two different substances. Like, a l l the Antioohenes he found i t diff icult 
to think of 'manhood' apart from 'a man' • He asked: 'How is i t not plain 
that the divine Scripture clearly teaches us that God the Word i s one thing, 
1.42 
and the man another, and that i t shows us the great difference between them?' 
Diepen notes: '(the tendency i s to) distinguish in Christ not only, a double 
"quid'' but (also) a double • , q u i s , , . , 1 4 5 
But he often wrote of the cooperation ( rove^&ie t ) of the Man and 
God the Son and this was the basis of the theory of the unity of Jesus Christ. 
He said: 'We assert the One Son and Lord Jesus Christ, through whom a l l things 
were made: understanding thereby principally God the Word who i s Son of God 
and Lord in real being, but understanding thereby conjointly and secondarily 
that which was assumed, Jesus of Nazere*h . . . as sharing in sonship and lordship 
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by virtue of his union with God the Word.' The Sonship enjoyed by the man 
was 'by grace' and not 'by nature*. Similarly he denied that human properties 
can be attributed to the Word by nature, but only derivatively by reason of 
His relationship to the Man. 
His basic doctrine is one of 'inhabitation*. He used the term evoLK^cij 
as the best alternative to <£»£ffi<, . He began from the fact that God is always 
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working in the world and so i s •immanent in substance ( o y e r io« ; and activity 
CevfegY^ioi). The inhabitation in man was exceptional and special. He seised 
on the expression 'indwelling aooording to good pleasure 6^So«.t-o<.v ^ 
and to differentiate this further from the indwelling in the prophets, he added 
the phrase with a Scriptural basis 'as in a Son* (cos tv utTI^). 'But what 
i s meant by "as a son"? I t means that in coming to indwell, he united the 
assumed (Man) as a whole to himself, and made him to share with him in a l l the 
dignity in which he who indwells, being Son by nature, participates: BO as 
to be counted one prosopon aooording to the union with him, and to share with 
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him a l l his dominion . . . . ' 
For him the union was real and preceded the ' oo-ope ration' and the 
'prosopic union' which are effected* He used three analogies to elaborate 
this. F i r s t , i t was like God dwelling in the Tabernacle (this was from the 
Divine point of view). Second, i t was like the union between man and wife 
(this was from, the human point of view). Third, i t was like the union of 
body and soul (the actual description of the union). 
He developed the idea of the prosopon and prosopio union which was latent 
in Eustathius in an original way. I t came to mean practically (though not 
technically) what Cyril meant by hypostasis - an individual figure as presented 
to the perception, which philosophically could be defined as an independent 
objective reality. 
Unity of prosopon was not in itself a kind of union: rather i t was the 
outward expression of an underlying unity which might be one of several differ-
ent kinds. The unity of prosopon was a product of the union, i .e . of the 
indwelling of the Word in the man through a disposition of the w i l l , and based 
on the subordination of the Man to the Word. The doctrine of the one prosopon 
was not the equivalent of the later doctrine of hypostatic union, nor was i t 
'a merely moral union* • I t was the dominance of the Word, who alone was the 
agent of the union itself whioh madeit possible to speak of the one prosopon of 
Christ. I t was when Nestorius tried to use i t in a technical sense as a 
philosophical construction to oppose Cyril 's theory of hypostatic union that 
the trouble began. 
The term * oommon prosopon' is s t i l l pre-Chalcedonian. Theodore s t i l l 
appeared to lack the good Alexandrian emphasis on one subject, and instead 
appeared to make the 'common prosopon' a third subject over and above the two 
natures from whioh i t derived i t s existence. This was summarised in the 
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following remark: 'For when we distinguish the natures, we say that the 
nature of &od the Word is complete, and that (his) prosopon is complete 
(for i t is not correct to speak of an hypostasis without i ts prosopon); and 
(we say) also that the nature of the man i s complete, and likewise (his) 
,146 prosopon.' 
Grillmeier claims that there i s no third 'mixed' prosopon in addition, 
for Theodore only spoke of one prosopon in two natures, which was produced by 
the Logos giving his own prosopon to the assumed man. The Logos-prosopon 
became the means of showing forth Christ's human nature. We may examine an 
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important recently discovered fragment from Contra Eunomium: 
'Prosopon is used in a twofold way: for either i t signifies the hypostasis 
and that which each one of us i s , or i t i s conferred upon honour, greatness 
and worship; for example "Paul" and "Peter" signify the hypostasis and the 
prosopon of each one of them, but the prosopon of Lord Christ means honour, 
greatness and worship. For because God the Word was revealed in manhood, 
he was causing the glory of his hypostasis to cleave to the visible one; and 
for this reason, "prosopon of Christ" declares i t (sc. the prosopon) to be 
(a prosopon) of honour, not of the ousia of the two.natures. [For the honour 
i s neither nature nor hypostasis, but an elevation to great dignity which i s 
awarded as a due for the cause of revelation . . . . . J (Here he compares a 
king and his robes) . . . . For anyone who affirms God the Word to have flesh 
by nature (predicates that) he has something foreign to the divine ousia by 
undergoing an alteration by the addition of a nature. But i f he has not 
flesh by nature, how does Apollinarius say that the some one i s partially 
homoousios with the Father in his Godhead, and (partially) homoousios with us 
in the flesh, so that he should make him composite? For he who is thus divided 
becomes and is found (to be) something composite by nature.' 
Unfortunately this fragment raises as many problems as i t solves. 
Theodore distinguishes two senses of the word prosopon. The f i r s t i s ident-
ical with hypostasis, the second is a prosopon of honour, greatness and worship. 
Theodore fa i l s to t e l l us whether he i s applying both senses or only the 
second to Christ. I f he i s using the f i r s t in a christological way does i t 
apply only to the total incarnate person, or to both natures considered as 
hypostases? The fragment is contained in a Nestorian collection and therefore 
might have been modified in a Nestorian direction. I t i s a welcome addition 
to the evidence at our disposal, but settles no question in a decisive manner. 
This is sufficient on the thought and vocabulary of Theodore for the 
present, but i t wi l l be necessary to examine this in even greater detail when 
reviewing the works of hisgreatest disciple, Nestorius. Of Nestorius, ^ 
Prestige says: '(he) put a razor-like dialeotical edge on Theodore's tools 
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and applied them to the cutting up of Apollinarianism' • Unfortunately 
he was using the Christologioal dualism of Theodore as a rival ontology and this 
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was not the natural mould into whioh to pour what he had to say. 
No further comments wi l l : e made about the -heresiarch at this juncture 
and so i t remains to say something briefly about his two contemporaries, 
Theodoret of Cyrus and Andrew of Samosata. 
THEOPORET OF CYRUS 
Theodoret could easily have transferred from Trinitarian language the 
idea of linking of 'prosopon' with 'hypostasis' and distinguishing them from 
'physis' but this he did not appear to do until after 450. He was important 
for the future in that he established the connection between the Chalcedonian 
dootrine of the Incarnation and Trinitarian theological terminology and based 
this on Scriptural evidence. The Formulary of Reunion (455) owed much to 
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him and i t was here that he linked 'ousia' and 'physis' as meaning essence 
or nature. He deeply acknowledged the unity but wanted to stress the freedom 
of the Incarnation and to do this he only had prosopon le f t . In De_Inoarnat~ 
igna.he acknowledged the 'distinction of the natures and the unity of the 
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prosopon' (and he did not mean by this a mixed prosopon, though i t does 
have much of i ts original meaning of 'countenance'). The Godhead and manhood 
unite themselves in one combined appearance of Christ: ' in the countenance of 
Jesus Christ' (*</ -apoo-uiru? l-^eroo Xgceroo) has this meaning: as the divine 
nature is invisible, i t becomes visible in i ts inwardness through the manhood 
that i s taken, for this is illuminated with divine light and sends out 
lightnings.' 
We should note that his conception of prosopon did not rest the unity 
in the 'hypostasis' of the Logos as with Cyril but-ia constitute^ by the union 
of Word and manhood - the subject of the common'sayings in Christ, i . e . the 
conjunction of the two natures. Up to 448-9 he s t i l l found difficulty with 
'Theotokos'. But he seems finally to have developed beyond this incomplete 
picture of Christ and in two letters (449) the unity of subject and of person 
in Christ i s made explicitly: 'So the body of the Lord is!indeed a body, but 
incapable of suffering, incorruptible and immortal.... For i t is not separ-
ated from the Godhead and belongs to none other than the Only-begotten Son of 
God Himself. And i t shows us no other person (prosopon) than the Only-begotten 
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himself, who i s clothed with our nature.' Als>: 'Our Lord Jesus Christ 
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is no other person of the Trinity than the Son.' 
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ANDREW OP SAMOSATA 
He wanted to show that Cyril in fact asserted two hypostases: 'but we 
must not assign the sayings to two persons or hypostases or to two Sons, dividing 
the union, that i s the one Son; for the complete unity and the one Son cannot 
be divided and are inseparable in every respect and way and view.' He allowed 
the one hypostasis expression and elsewhere aocepted two natures and this prepared 
for the Chalcedonian distinction of one hypostasis (the one prosopon) and two 
natures. He returned to Cyril 's Trinitarian terminology and oompared i t with 
his Christological concepts: physis = hypostasis, but hypostasis had come to 
s prosopon. For the Trinity this meant three natures and three persons, and in 
Christ two natures and two prosopa. He suggested that Cyril should redefine 
hypostasis to mean 'the forms in which substantial things exist' and then talk 
of two hypostases without meaning two prosopa, or else as in the 'De Sancta 
Trinitate' which he had already quoted, link prosopon with hypostasis and 
distinguish both from physis, or else contrast prosopon with both the other con-
cepts of physis and hypostasis. He seemed to prefer prosopon = hypostasis, and 
not physis = prosopon. 
'Andrew for his part really seems to oling to the equation of hypostasis 
and person made' in trinitarian terminology. We have heard above of the prosopon 
of the Logos . . . in the Letter to Rabbula we read of the "nature of the hypostasis 
(of the Logos)" - such statements are not made about the manhood. The Logos, as 
hypostasis, is thus, in fact, the centre on which the person of Christ is formed. 
The natures occupy a somewhat different position; they are both present in the 
one per8on of Christ and are carefully to be distinguished from one another.' 
CONCLUSION 
Tha? the two schools are rapidly brought closer to eaoh other and prepare 
for the Chalcedonian Definition. The Antiocnenes represent proleptically strong 
Chalcedonianism, i . e . a synthesis between Antiochene Christology and the formulas 
of Cyri l , though this depends on where one locates the centre of gravity of 
Chalcedon. From the viewpoint of the Latrocinium i t was dualistic, but i t did not 
restore Nestorius. In some places there were monist elements, so that both Cyril 
and Nestorius would have had to think carefully before signing i t . Cyril would W 
had to agree that 'physis and 'hypostasis' were aligned, and Nestorius would have 
had to abandon the mutuality of the 'prosopa'. The brunt of the battle was borne 
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by Leo rather than the Easterns. I t could not have happened without the great 
clash between Cyril and Nestorius. We now turn to the letters's apology. 
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Chapter Four 
THE LITERARY HISTORY OF THE BOOK OF HERACLEIDES AND OTHER WORKS OF NBSTORIUS 
The Discovery 
The study of the Nestorian heresy has gathered great momentum only within 
the l a s t seventy years; this has been stimulated by the rediscovery of an import-
ant document reputedly composed by the heresiarch himself. The great silence 
1 2 
was broken by the two German scholars Groussen and Braun who noted the existence 
of the Book of Heracleides. The Liber Heraclidis i s an apologetical work using 
theological and historical arguments against the condemnation of Nestorius at 
the Council of Ephesus (43l). This finding led to a rapid increase i n the total 
of the Patriarch's writings made easily available, together with a number of 
articles assessing the evidence. 
Loofs noted the Liber Heraclidis i n his collection of the Nestorian frag-4 
ments, from l i s t s of Nestorius' works published i n ancient times. he realised 
that i t was i n some way connected with the 'Tragoedia', and was probably the 
5 
'Liber historica' mentioned by Irenaeus of Tyrus i n the so-called 'Synodicon'• 
However, Loofs did not know of the recovery of the Liber Heraclidis when he 
published the Nestoriana. The primary text i n Syriac was edited and published 6 7 i n 1910, and i n the same year there appeared a French translation. Fifteen g 
years later an English translation of the Syriac was published, though Bethune-
g 
Baker had made a study of the Book i n 1908, and a friend of his had translated 
large seotions of i t into English. Loofs^gave four lectures on the subject to 
students of the University of London, and these were translated add published. 1 0 




Strasbourg Bethune-Baker Van 
(S) (C) (V) 
The only extant text i s i n the hands of the Nestorian patriarch at Kotchanes 
i n Persian Turkestan (Kotchanes). I t dates from about 1100 and was discovered 
by American missionaries near Ourmiah. The copy for their library (Ourmiah) was 
97. 
made secretly and in haste by a Syrian priest Auscha'na in 1889. From this 
several copies were made including one for Strasbourg University ( S ) , and one 
which came into the hands of Bethune-Baker at Cambridge (C). In addition Bedjan 
had his own copy made from the original partly at Kotchanes and partly at Van (V). 
He also made use of S and C i n compiling his standard edition. 
Of course Nestorius wrote his treatise i n Greek but this has been lost 
and the manuscript mentioned above i s a Syriao translation. The Syriao translator 
12 
in his preface notes the layout of the book: 
Book I Part 1: 'wherein he speaks of a l l the heresies against the Church 
and a l l the sects that exist concerning the fa i t h of the 
three hundred and eighteen (Fathers at the Council of Nioaea)'; 
Book I Part 2: 'he assails C y r i l , putting before (everything else) the 
inquiry touohing the judges (who condemned him) and the 
aoousation of C y r i l ' ; 
Book I Part S: 'his own defence and the comparison of their letters'; 
Book I I Part 1: 'the defence and the refutation of the blame for the things 
on account of which he was anathematised'; 
Book I I Part 2: '(he recounts that which took place) from (the time) when 
he was anathematised until the end of his l i f e ' . 
The Syriao text at Kotchanes has been mutilated especially at the 
15 
hands of Kurds of Bedr Khan Bey i n 1845. Bedjan notes i n his introduction: 
'D'apres le s fe u i l l e s blanches laissees dans le s manuscrits que j ' a i eus entre 
les mains, et d'apres quelques petites notes des copistes, j ' a i oalcule qu'a l a 
page 146 de mon edition, i l y a a peu pres 55 pages qui ont disparu; a"la page 
161, 42 pages manquent; a l a page 209, 56 pages sont perdues. On ne peut 
faire ce calcul que d"una maniere approximative. En outre, i l y a des passages 
ou quelques lignes ont ete laissees en blanc, d'autres endroits de peu d'etendue 
sont effaces par suite de vetuste.' 
I t would seem that altogether about 15$ - 20$ of the book i s missing 
and most of these omissions occur i n the f i r s t Book and usually at the beginning 
or end of the parts* The copyist fortunately has made a reasonably accurate 
oopy of the manuscript which was infront of him and thus we are able to see 
exactly where the lacunae appear i n the Kotchanes original* He has reproduced 
i t . l i n e by lin e , leaving blank spaces where these occur. Driver and Hodgson 
following the hypothesis of Nau, suggest that pages 157-146 i n the Syriao 
14 
edition ere misplaced. The order of the book then appears as follows (with 
the Syriac page references): 
98. 
Translator's Preface (l-10) 
Book I Part 1 (10-125) 
Book I Part 2 (126-157) 
(lacuna) 
(fragment) (157-146)* 
Book I Part 5 (146-195) 
Book I I Part 1 (194-270) 
(271-459) 
Book I I Part 2 (459-521) 
Translator's Conclusion (52l) 
* The Syriao oopyist notes: 'From here twelve pages have been torn out and lost 
from the original by the troops of Bedr Khan Bey, when they captured the 
di s t r i c t of Das i n the year 2154 of the Greeks (= A.D. 1845).'15 
* 
I n spite of the considerable loss there i s s t i l l sufficient to 
determine the basic thoughts contained i n the Book because Nestorius seems to 
repeat the same points with boring frequency, unless we aocept Professor 
16 
Abramowski's thesis of mutiple authorship. Even so the Syriao text occupies 
521 pages as we have just seen, and the French translation with 551 pages, and 
that of Driver and Hodgson with 580 pages, points to no mean work. Much more 
distressing from the point of view of scholarship i s the fact that the work has 
only be retained i n Syriac, for the Greek might well have shown more subtleties 
of thought which have been lost i n the Syriac translation* Nevertheless we oan 
only be extremely grateful for the fact that after so many years i t was rediscov-
ered and has been thought by some Pa t r i s t i c theologians to merit a re-appraisal 
of the whole question of Nestorius' orthodoxy* We w i l l now examine thehistory 
of the work from the time of i t s translation into Syriac. taking into account 
the mentions i t receives together with the other works of the Patriarch among 
church historians before the nineteenth century. 
The Date of the Syriao Translation of the Treatise 
We now have to be as accurate as possible about the date of the 
Syriac tiaislation to ascertain how soon after the original i t was made. There 
i s no reason to believe that the translator had to rely on oral tradition: 8 
Greek text was preserved, and there i s evidence for t h i s . 
17 
Professor Abramowski says: 'das Vorwort des Ubersetzers ••• i s t 
zu Beginn verstummelt es fangt mit den Pesten einer Dedication au, die auf 
Mar Aba zugeschnitten sohei'nt ...' And Bedjan would appear to agree when he 
» P .19 
18 ' tsays: 'La version syriaque de ce li v r e a ete faite vers 555 sous le patriarchs 
Paul.' The notes of Nau on the subject are worth quoting i n detail: 
99. 
'La vie de Mar Aba, patriarchs nestorien, nous apprend qu'il a rapporte de 
Constantinople " l a liturgie e t tous les^eorits de Nestorius" ••• Ce voyage se 
place entre 525 et 555. •• La livre d'Heraclide fut traduit sous le patriarchs 
Paul et celui - c i fut patriarche ds 559^ a 540 ... L'avertissement du 
traducteur syrien debutait par une dedicace, i l semble, d'apres le peu qui en 
reste ... qu'elle e t a i t adressee a MaV Aba* , 
'Peu apres 540, le moine nestorien Bar 'Edta (lejPiliar de l'Eglise) l'etudiait 
par coeur et le r e c i t a i t ; i l desalt en effet, d'apres son biographer "... Je 
r e c i t a l aussd. par ooeur ••• enfin le livre de Mar Nestorius qui est appele de 
Heraclidos, ^ qui a ete traduit recemment de mon temjjs du greo en syriaque... " 
^ 'Peu up res cette epoque, dans l a seconde moitie du Vi sieole, l'historisn 
Evagrius a vu le. texte grec des deux derniers ouvrages de Nestorius: l a Trage'die 
et le Livre d'Heraclide 
Nau adds a comment on the phrase i n the Syriac translator's preface, 
'Cast a vac une ferme oonfiance dans l a puissance de votre priere que Hon 
Humilite s'appretre a traduire ce l i v r e du greo en syriaque':^ 
'D'apres Ebed-jesu, eve que de Hiaibe de 1290 a 1518, le present ouvrage aurait 
ate" traduit "au temps de Paul", patriarche nestorien de 559 a 540. Dans ce cas, 
las premieres lignes - s i a l i e s ne s 1 applique nt pas a. Nestorius - pourraient 
s'appliquer au patriarche nestorien Mar Aba, suocesseur de Paul 540 a 552, 
qui avait sejourne a Constantinople,, entre 525 et 555* D'ailleurs Mar Aba 
est l'un des traducteurs de l a liturgie de Nestorius, i l aurait traduit Theodore 
de liopsueste et rapporte de Constantinople " l a liturgie et tous las e c r i t s 
de Nestorius", ... et l'on comprend qu'il a i t f a i t traduire ensuite le livre 
d'Heraclide et qu'il en a i t accepte l a dedioace.' 
This seems to be f a i r l y conclusive and gives an approximate period for the 
translation, rather less than a century after the death of Nestorius, There i s 
f A 21 
one discrepancy which Nau notes i n a comment on the text 'eveque d'Alep': 
'"Alep" ( i . e . Aleppo) est du au traduoteur. Le grec porta le nom Beree 
( i . e . Beroe a ) . C'est en 658 que Bared aurait repris l e nom d'Alep ... Mais 
le nom Alep e t a i t sons doute reste en usage chea les syriens orientaux.' 
Nestorius' Works: The Tunnel Period. 
The centuries between the translation of the Treatise into Syriac, and 
i t s discovery i n the nineteenth century were not completely silent. August 
22 
Neander refers to the evidence of E agrius, nicknamed Scholasticus, who lived 
25 
at the end of the sixth century, and to an important fourteenth century citation. 
Evagrius gave an account of two works by Nestorius dating from the time 
of his exile, one of which was presumed to be the 'Tragedy* while the other remained 
for a long time unidentified. Evagrius says:24r£>«<f>e«- £fe K R = < L L - £"<-<*. A fc*-ri_K-
gTfepo^ A o y o V -TTfo* T t / r f f ^ ^ 6 v A l l y UTTTtov ffu ^ i f i t f t v o v TTfepL T-yS ""T w 
100, 
I t may be noted that 'the Egyptian was a familiar method of describing 
C y r i l of Alexandria i n the writings of Nestorius* Also the expression 
probably means 'in the form of a dialogue' (librum i n modum dialogi compositum).2 
The fragments preserved of the Theopasohites showed that this l a t t e r point was 
true, and the Syriac translator's preface oonfirms that i t was an apologetic 
work and so makes the identification sure 0 Also the t i t l e implies a man who 
thought God had suffered, and this might refer to the Cyrilline claim that God 
26 
'suffered impassibly' i n Christ* There appears to be a l i s t i n tie .Syriac 
translator's introduction of the works of Nestorius* Bethune-Baker seems to 
have mistranslated this so as to,include a book called the 'Hlstorioa' which 
he claims was one of the two known to Evagrius* what the Syriac translator 
27 
actually said,although several lines are missing, i s : 
'•••as that of the dispensation and of the truth of the inquiry concerning the 
fait h , and the fourth (kind of literature i s that) of history; but this book 
i s placed i n the third class, that i s of chapters concerning the f a i t h , to be 
read after these two books which were made by the saint - and I mean 
Theopaschites and Tragoedia, which were composed by him as a defence against 
those who blamed him for having wanted a council to be held'• 
I t i s true however that Eoagrius did make the point p*) Nkerooxoo fStjiAt 
"TTfept fcTuYo>/( TVj>/ fTtpt- T o u t " " L- <TTo (=>l°lv- iCpt fr X O f-> & V -vj # 
Could the Tragedy be the historical part of the Book and the Theopasohites 
the introductory dialogue at the beginning? This would depend upon locating 
fragments attributed to these works i n the Liber heraclidis* They may be 
sources for the Book rather than descriptions of i t * Incidentally i f Evagrius 
i s referring to the f i r s t part of the Book when he refers to 'a certain Egyptian' 
and the dialogue-form, his statement might be corroborative evidence for the 
29 
Sophronius was intended to be C y r i l himself* We may also note that the two 
letters to the governor of Thebais written during Nestorius 1 exile were also 
SO 
referred to by Evagrius* 
The citation from the middle ages referred to above must now be noted, 
and i t gives us a l i s t of a l l the known works of Nestorius i n the Nestorian 
Church of that time* The Metropolitan of Nisibis i n Armenia, Ebsd-Jesu 
S i 
(1290-1518), makes the following statement: 
101. 
Nestorius Patriarcha/Plures exactos libros oomposuit 
Quos e medio blasphemi B U S t e l e r e , / 
Qui autem ex i l l i s remanserunt9 hi sunt,/ Liber Tragoediae ( r O . r ^ i>».r ^ ) , / 
Et liber Heraolidis ( 0 ^ - t J ^ "V QS.T KJiO),/ 
Et epistola ad Cosmam, / 
Quae Tempore Paul! translatae sunt./ 
Prolixa eiusdem Liturgia,/ ' 
Quam Thomas et Mar»Abas transtulera / 
Et liber unus epistolarum,/ 
Et alter homiliarum et orationum* 
9 
Until the discovery of the Treatise, a l l the fragments of the above 
which were known had been collected by Loofs, but since the publication of 
the Nestoriana, a few other possibly authentic fragments have been discovered. 
The Sermon on the High priesthood of Christ ascribed to St. John Chrysostom i s 
without doubt the one of Nestorius' known from other sources i n small fragments. 
But of fragments not i n the Nestoriana, that which i s of major importance i s the 
'Letter to the inhabitants of Constantinople', the beginning and end of which 
SS 
were known i n a fragment of the Monophysite Philoxenus of Mabug. In i t 
Nestorius tries to show that his doctrine i s i n accordance with that of Leo of 
54 
Home,' Loofs, i n his later work, accepted this to be a genuine fragment 
and especially since the Liber Heraclidis proves that Nestorius tried to 
show that his ideas were the same as Flavian and Leo. The beginning of the 
lett e r refers to the synod of Constantinople by Flavian i n order to deal with 
the threat of Eutyches, and he refers also to Leo's Tome. ' I t i s my doctrine 
which Leo and Flavian are upholding', he says. Host of the l e t t e r i s a 
polemic against C y r i l , and i s concluded with exhortations, and the conclusion 
56 
which i s preserved i n Philoxenus reads: 
'Believe as our holy comrades i n the faith, Leo and Flavian! Pray that a 
general council be gathered i n order that my doctrine, i.e. the doctrine of 
a l l orthodox Christians, be oonfirmed. My hope i s , that when the f i r s t has 
taken place, the second, too, w i l l come to pass'. 
I t iB not surprising that so few of Nestorius' works remain: the edict 
of the Emperor Theodosius I I (50 July 455) ordered them a l l to be burnt, and 
even the Nestorian (Persian) church suffered under this edict and only some of 
the Patriarch's works could be translated into Syriao under i t s auspices. 
Nevertheless we may summarise the l i s t of the works known to us: 
A Book of Sermons and Homilies 
A Book of Letters 
The Letter to Cosmas 
The Tragedy 
The Theopaschites 
The Nestorian Liturgy 
The Letter to the Inhabitants of Constantinople 
The Treatise of Heraclides. 
102. 
Of theBe the Liturgy i s obviously only a traditional ascription i n the same 
way as that used by the Orthodox Church i s attributed to S. John Chrysostom. 
We have no fragment whatsoever of the Letter, to Cosmas. The rest are found 
in Syriac, Greek and Latin fragments derived from the writings of friends and 
enemies of Nestorius* The Tragedy recounts his tragic l i f e up to the time 
of his exile at Oasis and obviously underlies the work of Bishop Irenaeus of 
37 
Tyrus. The other works have been mentioned, and as we have noted most of 
the fragments were found i n the writings of Nestorius 1 friends and enemies. 
The f i r s t collection was made by Gamier, a French scholar, i n an edition of 
the works of Marius Me roat or who lived i n Constantinople at the time of 
38 
Ephesus. The same volume contains a catena which he had extraoted from the 
work of C y r i l , as well as three letters of Nestorius and nine incomplete 
sermons* There are also some quotations from C y r i l himself, and also the 
proceedings of the Council of Ephesus. These together with the writings of 
Evagrius conclude the evidence for the opposition. Important among non-hostile 
literature i s a l a t i n work now called the Synodicon which has been known since 59 40 1682, and i n a complete form since 1875* I t i s an adaptation of the Tragedy of Irenaeus based on that of Nestorius already mentioned. 
The most complete collection we have of Nestorius' works are to be found 
in the four volumes, the Nestoriana, and the three translations of the Treatise 
together with their appendices. 
The authenticity of the Syriac translation may be checked against 
certain Greek fragments preserved i n the Fathers* For a f u l l e r assessment of 
41 
this see the Introduction to the English translation where a few minor 
mistakes are noted, but where also certain preferences for the Syriac over the 
Greek are taken into aocount* The one error which immediately springs to 
mind i s the t i t l e of the whole work. The Syriac has 1te gurta 1 based on the 
Greek ir^xyp«<Tfcw which means both 'business* and 'treatise', and the English 
translators following Bethune-Baker,have taken the wrong meaning and rendered 
i t 'Bazalar'y rather;%han. VTreatise! or.possibly simply 'Book'. 
There i s another problem. I t i s s t i l l a l i t t l e d i f f i c u l t to know why 
the Treatise has a pseudonymic t i t l e * Whether or not such a person as 
Heracleides existed does not really concern us, and possibly his name was 
used to safeguard the work from the Emperor's f i r e s . ' Evagrius probably 
discovered his copy at Constantinople and i t seems that i t was under Nestorius' 
105 
own name. However, the Greek edition from which the Syriac translation was 
42 
made already had the pseudonym. Bethune-Baker suggests that Evagrius oame 
across a rare f i r s t edition, but that by the time of liar Aba i t was usually 
to be found i n Greek cir c l e s with the pseudonym. There i s again no 
possibility of using s t a t i s t i c a l tests to determine the relationship of the 
Treatise to the other fragments, but there seems to be l i t t l e doubt that the 
thought i n i t i s similar to that i n the other works known to be authentic. 
Thus i f we assign the Theopasohites and the Tragedy to the period immediately 
after Ephesus, the dooume.nts at the end of his exile are just the le t t e r to 
the Inhabitants of Constantinople and the Treatise i t s e l f . 
As regards the importance of the comparatively recently discovery of 
45 
this major work, I w i l l quote Loofs: 
'In reading the book one has to regret, i t i s true, again and again, that i t 
has not been preserved intact and i n i t s original language. I t would be of 
inestimable importance for the history of Christian doctrine i f we possessed 
the original Greek of these explanations, so important from a dogmatio point 
of view'. 
'Nevertheless even as we h^ve i t now i n the Syriac translation the Treatise 
of Heracleides of Nestorius remains one of the most interesting discoveries 
for students of ancient church history. In two respects i t i s able to 
awaken fresh interest i n Nestorius: by what we hear about his l i f e and by 
what we learn about his doctrine 
The Authorship and Date of the Liber Heraolidis 
The survey of the history of the Treatise has now been completed but 
we have tended to treat the work as a whole, and i t i s now necessary to 
turn our attention to a more detailed examination of the structure and 
composition of the Book and an attempt to understand the shape of the work 
before i t reached the hands of the Syriac translator, . Nau stated quite simply: 
f t ' : ' 44 'Le Livre d'Heraclide a ete oompose en grec par Nestorius et termine en 451.' 
However as we shall see the problem i s much more complicated, and we have 
already noticed that Nestorius must.have completed the Book before the Council 
of Chalcedon, :.*nd probably before the death of Theodosius I I , Therefore, i f 
Nestorius died i n the summer of 450 as suggested, and the l a s t reference to an 
historical event i n the work which can be reckoned as authentic, we can safely 
assign Book I I Part 2 to that period. However we cannot be absolutely certain 
that the whole book was written at the same time. The mainly historical 
45 
sections of the Treatise, as opposed to the more theological, are as follows: -
104. 
Driver and Hodgson pp. 96-142 (Book I Part I I I and part of Book I I Part I ) 
describing the Council of Ephesus. 
pp. 285-95 (Book I I Part I - a section towards the end) 
describing the settlement by 455/6. 
pp. 529-80 (the end of Book I I Part I , and Part I I ) 
describing the period ofFlavian (446-9). 
These sections have been covered i n this chapter or the previous one. 
46 
Bethune-Baker thinks, 'the e a r l i e r parts were probably written at a much 
earli e r time:- they breathe more of the s p i r i t of battle and give no 
indication of the denouncement; i t seems to be only to a distant future that 
the writer looks for the vindication of his doctrine. The attack on another 
bishop of Constantinople - done to death at another synod at Ephesus by 
another bishop of Alexandria, as he says he might himself have been had he 
gone to Cyril's meetings - seems to have led him to take up the pen again, 
rejoining to ha i l this time a bishop of Rome as champion of the Truth.' 
This statement i s somewhat tendentious. The question i s not, however, 
of great significance since, provided that the work was written by Nestorius, 
i t i s of marginal significance whether i t was written over a period or not. 
Whatever may be true of the historical seotions, there seems to be no 
development i n the theological thought of the book. What i s more important 
however, i s the possibility that additions were made by at least one nther 
'person before the whole work was translated into Syriao as we have i t . We 
w i l l turn to what one German scholar has said recently on this. 
L.Abramowski's Thesis 
Luise Abramowski has done the f i r s t really major l i t e r a r y - c r i t i c a l 
47 
analysis of the Liber Heraclidis, and i t i s necessary to examine what she has 
to say on the basio text before we examine i t s subsequent history. According 
to her the work i s virtually * composite document. The divisions she makes of 
48 
the book are set out as follows: 
1. The main part of the Book, by Nestorius. 
(Bea\jan 126-521; Nau 81.25-551.26; DrH. 87-580.2) 
2. A preliminary Dialogue, by a later hand (called Pseudo-Nestorius 
49 
or Ps. Nestorins. 
(Bedjan 10.4-125; Nau 5-81.20; DrH. 7-86) 
5. Interpolations at the end of the Book. 
(B. 495.18-506.19; N. 516.28-525.5; DrH. 562.14-569.2l) 
105 
(B. 507.6-507.19; N. 525.12-525.26; DrH. 570.5-570.19) 
(B. 510.14-512.5; N. 525.7-526.10; DrH. 572.12-575.15) 
(B. 519.16-519.18; N. 550.50-550.55; DrH. 578.51-578.54) 
(B. 520.2-520.16; N. 551.2-551.16; DrH. 579.2-579.19) 
The possibility of a double authorship eft the Book of Heraclides had 
already been suggested by two scholars i n an article on Nestorius. I.Sucker 
• 51 
made this proposal without giving adequate reasons, while R. Abramowski called 
attention i n a footnote to the similarity between the opinions of Sophronius 
52 
in the opening Dialogue and those of a later Monopnysite writer. I t i s the 
merit of his daughter, Professor L. Abramowski of the University of Bonn, to 
explore this hypothesis i n greater detail. The chronological limits for the 
composition of the Dialogue f a l l between the death of N estorius and the trans-
lation ofthe whole Treatise into Syriao, since the passage from Evagrius quoted 
aboveseems to know of the Dialogue as part of the Greek original. I t s author 
(Ps. Nestorius) seems to have been a monk, probably of Constantinople i t s e l f , 
writing not long after the death of Nestorius, with opinions not greatly different 
from those of his master. Here an i n i t i a l difficulty arises since the condemn-
ation of Nestorius himself, the persecution <of his,followers, and the destruction 
of his writings might seem to exclude this possibility. She finds however a 
possible place or origin i n the monastery of the A K O L ^ T O U (• the Sleepless ones') 
where the Tragoedia of Irenaeus and other works favourable to Nestorius may 
55 
have been preserved. She cites the considerable authority of Moeller for a 
revival of Neo-Chalcedonianism and an interest i n i t s Antioohene roots i n 
Constantinople between 451 and 525 of whioh Gennadius, Patriarch of Constantinople 
(455-71\ was a notable figure. Two veritable Nestorians, John of Aegea and 
Basil of C i l i c i a belong to this period and the latter had de->f inite links with 
54 
the monastery. 
Much depends upon the identity of Sophronius, the interlocutor opposed 
55 
to Nestorius, i n the Dialogue. He may be an entirely f i c t i t i o u s character 
but more probably he represents a pseudonym for an historical character. Those 
who maintain the unity of the Treatise identify him with Cy r i l of Alexandria, 
the theological and p o l i t i c a l opponent of Nestorius. His views are not precisely 
what C y r i l himself taught, but both protagonists tended to travesty each other's 
views. Given the misunderstandings and cross-purposes between the two men this 
remains a tenable view. I n a later article however Dr Abramowski claims that 
the opinions ascribed to Sophronius i n this section f i t Philoxenus, bishop of 
56 
Mabug (Hierapolis) like a glove. Since his dates are c.440-525, this would 
be too late for Nestorius, and to that extent the theory of Ps. Nestorius may be 
106. 
confirmed. By i t s e l f , however, the possible identity of Sophronius cannot be 
regarded as proven either way. 
For an evaluation of this theory, three tests are admissible:-
i . S t y l i s t i c testB. 
The preliminary section i s divided into ninety-three chapters whose 
sub-titles, though not their divisions, are secondary. Abramowski makes the 
57 
following comments: 
'Die Aufgliederung des Textes Bedjan 10-125>>in 95 capitula i s t samt den 95 Kapiteluberschriften sekundar. (Diese 95 Ubersohriften sind zu.einer capitulatio 
zusammengefasst und dem Texte des Buches nach dem syrischen Vorwort corangestellt 
worden, Bedjan 6,7-10,2. In die mode men Ubersetzungen worde sie nicht 
aufgenemmen). Bereits Nau had einige litarkritisohe Indisien fur die spatere 
Hinzufugung der Uberschriften festgestellt: einmal wird von Nestorius i n 5. 
Per sen gesprochen (Nr. 9), bei anderen Gelegenheiten (Nr. 11.12.14) underbrechen 
die Uberschriften den Beweisgang des Dialogreders. Die Inkongruenz der 
Dialogf orm und der Einteilung i n z.T ganz kuree Kapitel springt ohnehin ins 
Auge, nur eins der beiden Formelemente kann ursprunglich sein ... Es gibt 
einen kleinen sprachlichen Hihweis darauf, dass die capitulaform erst im 
syrischen Sprachgebiet uber den Dialog gelegt worden i s t . ' 
The interpolations found i n the latter part of the main section are 
obvious non-se quiturs i n a discussion of the case of Flavian, the Patriarch of 
Constantinople murdered in 449. The f i r s t and major interpolation concerns the 
punishments which f a l l on the Empire as a result of heresy, together with a 
passage on the Trisagion. The discussion on Flavian then continues. The 
second interpolation takes up the confession of the Trisagion; and again the 
case of Flavian i s continued. The third interpolation continues on the barbarian 
invasions of the Empire. The rest of the Book continues with a comparison of 
Nestorius' own oase with that of Flavian. The fourth interpolation i s only 
half a sentence i n the English. The f i n a l interpolation points out the losses 
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of the Empire to the barbarians. But Abramowski notes: 
'Die interpolations sind schon grieohisch Text vorgenominen worden, wie man nach 
ihrem Inhalt annehmen muss, denn sie lassen sioh i n Konstantopel lokalisieren. • 
I t would have been most desire able to have tested Abramowski's thesis 
sc i e n t i f i c a l l y . For thirty years now i t has been known that one could apply 
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s t a t i s t i c a l techniques to problems of authorship. Yule applied such methods 
to the problem of the authorship of the De Imitations Christi, adducing s t a t i s t i c -
a l evidence to support the view that i t was written by Thomas a Kemp i s . Yule's 
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work was concerned with the constants of the sentence-length distribution 
for the 'Imitations 1, and was developed, insofar as Greek texts are concerned 
by Wake. w 
Unfortunately since the Greek original of the Liber Heraclidis no 
longer exists, i t would only be possible to use translations. I t i s impossible 
to use these s t a t i s t i c a l methods on Syriac, which as a Semitic language tends to 
use simple co-ordinate sentences, and therefore i t i s impossible to test the 
Greek which lay behind the Syriac translation. Obviously therefore any attempt 
to test the tertiary level translations of the French and English would be 
invalid. We are therefore thrown back on the work of li t e r a r y criticism. 
As a f i n a l comment on Abramowski's thesis, i t must be said that Nestorius works 
with a l i i i i t e d set of concepts which he repeats at wearisome length, unless 
Abramowski i s right, and the Book i s a composite document. 
i i . Historical probability. 
Here Professor Abramowski has provided at least a possible historical 
platform for the composition of Ps. Nes*orius at Constantinople during the Neo-
Chalcedonian reaction. The suggestion that Sophronius may represent Philoxenus 
of Mabug was lightly sketched, but not f u l l y established i n great detail i n her 
subsequent a r t i c l e . I n any case i t might appear that the target was a Mono-
physite theologian ratherthan C y r i l himself. 
i i i . Discrepancies between the thought of NeBtorius and the opinions of Ps. 
Nestorius. 
In the nature of things these cannot be expected to be large. A 
follower of N estorius whose work was destined at an early date to be bound up 
with the genuine parts of the Treatise i s unlikely to have differed drastically 
from his theological master. Professor Abramowski discusses his Christology 
in d e t a i l . 6 1 
I n terminology the term ijvcotrr^a-^ plays a restricted part. One 
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passage which i s d i f f i c u l t to interpret may speak of one hypostasis as against 
the normal Nestorian assumption of two hypostases. There i s also a characteristic 
use of the term 'own prosopon' of which the Greek original i s certainly u i o / 
-rrpoo-<-iTTov . As against C y r i l who uses the adjective of the o ^ f f . to express the 
fact that the flesh belongs exclusively to the Logos, Ps. Nestorius claims that 
both the manhood and the Godhead have their own specific prosopa which interact 
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to form the single prosopon of the union. M0re accurately Nestortus speaks 
of theTtpoerwtroV ^v<n*o>/ which i s however not ent irely unknown i n the Dia logs . 
Corresponding to his strong insistence on two w i l l s i n Christ, irreducibly two 
but i n perfect -. alignment i s the famous def in i t ion ' t o have the prosopon of 
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God i s to w i l l what God w i l l s ' * and the strong emphasis upon the obedience of 
Christ which put into reverse the disobedience of Adam. I n the las t f o r t y 
pages of the Dialogue the connection between -tr^exruiirov and ' i s quite 
. 65 strong. 
The dootrine of the Atonement i s more strongly stressed i n Ps. Nestorius 
as a corollary of Christology than i n the genuine parts of the Treatise. While 
the difference i n character of the two parts of the Trr t ise must be borne i n 
mind, f o r Ps. Nestorius the chief enemy i s the Devil ; f o r the genuine parts of 
the work i t i s C y r i l . The emphasis upon part icipation ( i n direct contrast 
to the deif ioat ion of the other t radi t ion) recalls Theodora. This excludes and 
is intended to replace any notion of part icipation i n the divine aocr'-* , which 
could only lead to the destruction of our humanity. I f the importance of 
Baptism (so characteristic of Theodore) i s absent, there i s a strong eschatolog-
i c a l motif which resembles the thought of Theodore. I f there are parallels 
here i n the Nestoriana fragments, i t i s almost completely absent i n the genuine 
parts of the Treatise. There are some indications i n th is section of the 
Dialogue, par t icular ly the mention of the saints among whom the author includes 
himself, of the monastic status of the author. 
I t i s too early to say whether the theory of dual authorship w i l l sustain 
i t s e l f i n c r i t i c a l debate. Some scholars f i n d i t acceptable, others possible 
but non-proven. Recently however L.I .Scipioni offered c r i t i c a l comments i n 
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his work 'Nestorio e i l concilio d i Bfeso*. I n his previous work wri t ten 
before the publication of Professor Abramowski's book he accepted the authenticity 
of the whole work, but omitted any reference to the Nestorianafragments. His 
main purpose was to ins t i tu te a careful comparison of the Treatise with the 
writings of Babai the Great. His new study i s a comprehensive treatment of the 
l i f e and opinions of Nestorius i n his own setting. The unity of the Treatise 
i s 'the s i t t i n g tenant' both i n the Greek and the Syriac t rad i t ion . The burden 
of proof l i e s squarely on those who maintain a duality of authorship. This i n 
his view Professor Abramowski f a i l s to provide. 
His conclusion i s that the Treatise includes i n one work, two previously 
existent works, the Theopaschites and the Tragoedia, which i t replaces. So f a r 
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from the Dialogue being a systemstisation of the opinions of Nastorius by a later 
hand i t represents an intermediate stage i n his thought during the ear l ie r part 
of his exile i n reply to the tiro Cyri l l ine works, the De Incarnations and the 
Quod Unus est Christus, i n which Cyr i l writes more objectively and less polemically 
than usual. Soipioni does not deny either the existence of interpolations i n 
the Treatise nor the clumsiness of the suture which joins the two parts together, 
His point i s that i f Sophronius might be taken as an imaginary interlocutor, i t 
i s not easy to double the pseudonymity by replacing 'Nestorius' by 'Ps.Nestorius' 
f a l l s some distance short of f u l l conviction. 
The fundamental loyal ty of the la ter wri ter might be an equally 
possible explanation. The role assigned to the monastery of the A i roo^ rooby 
Abramowski cannot be sustained. According to the same authority to whom 
Abramowski appeals they were i n no sense Nestorian i n tendency unless to be Neo-
chalcedonian was to be Nestorian. The specif ical ly doctrinal points which are 
said to be specific to Ps. N estorius a l l have their place wi thin the thought 
of the work as a whole. 
The choice l i e s between regarding the Dialogue as a genuine work of 
Nestorius dating from about 457 and 458 i n reply to Cyr i l ' s more considered views, 
and a la ter treatise by a follower of Nestorius shortly af ter his death. 
Scipioni t r ies to strengthen his case by pointing out parallels between the work 
of Irenaeus 'Against a l l the Heresies' as a guide to the ground plan of the 
Dialogue. This might explain some of the emphases i n the Dialogue, but he admits 
that s t r i c t l i t e r a r y dependence cannot be established. The relationship to 
Theodore, pointed out by Abramowski seems altogether more probable. What Scipioni 
has not explained i s the close re la t ion between the opinions or i t io i sed i n the. 
Dialogue and the views of Philoxenus of Mabug, though admittedly the a r t i c le i n 
which these are indicated by Abramowski i s very b r i e f . Further exploration of 
these on the one hand, and a careful comparison of the Dialogue with the two 
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treatises of Cyr i l would advance the state of the question. 
I f , then, the ident i ty of Sophronius remains hypothetical and s t a t i s t i ca l 
tests are inadmissable, we are l e f t with the c r i te r ion afforded by the theological 
language and thought of the two parts of the Book. I f substantial differences 
i n thought and language emerge, this w i l l have bearing on the theory of dual 
authorship. I n the meantime i n our fur ther discussion of the views of Nestorius 
we shall continue to c a l l attention to the evidence of the Dialogue as wel l as 
the remainder of the work. 
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Chapter Five 
THE CHRISTOLOGY OF NESTORIUS ESPECIALLY IN 'THE BOOK OP HERAC LB IDES' 
The controversies over the Person of Christ, the Son, wi th in the Holy 
Tr in i ty had been thoroughly dealt with by the tine of Nestorius. By this stage 
the most important issue was the manner of the union of d iv in i ty and humanity 
i n Christ, to which, though with d i f ferent emphases, theologians were devoting 
special attention. Even Cyr i l with his heavy accentuation of the preponderance 
of the Logos i n the incarnate Person, recognised that some satisfactory account 
must be given of the humanity of Christ and the mode of union between G-od the 
Logos and his human conditioning. Nestorius of course would agree, though 
i t i s also true that only his own mode of union was f o r him a satisfactory 
guarantee of those two en t i t i es . The phrase ' I separate the natures, but I 
2 
conjoin my reverence' i s symptomatic of the stand he f e l t i t necessary to make. 
Socrates thought Nestorius erred only because he had incomplete knowledge 
of the subject, but Loofs i s r igh t to rejeot f o r Nestorius this 'privilegum 
4 
ignorantiae'. Our ear l ier examination of the l i f e of Nestorius shows Mff to 
have been a worthy scholar,- i f a l i t t l e l imi ted i n his scope and pedantic i n 
his c r i t ic i sm. ( I am thinking of his ignorance of the ear l ier use of Theotokos 
and the l imi ta t ion of his knowledge of the Fathers displayed i n the Trea t i se . 5 } 
Yet i n a sense i t was Nestorius who was the modern scholar t ry ing to realise 
a satisfactory mode of expression, and he f a i l e d because of the apparently 
superior c l a r i t y and simplici ty of the more static forms of his r i v a l C y r i l . 
Each side therefore judged i t s opponents by i t s own presuppositions. I t i s 
possible that Nestorius should never have t r i ed to use essentially Bib l ica l 
concepts (though not always vocabulary) within a foreign l ingu is t i c and 
philosophical argument, but are we to condemn him f o r being Biblical? 
I t i s not surprising that Nestcrius i s so f i r m l y attached to these 
thought patterns, f o r i t i s quite clear that he was f i r s t and foremost a re-
presentative of the Antiochene school whose tenets were examined i n chapter 
three. I t i s interesting that Loofs denies that he was the pupil of Theodore g 
of Mopsuestia although this was a general presupposition, even at the F i f t h 
Oecumenical Council. He does, however, reaff i rm Nestorius' dependence on the 
latter*s way of thought and expression. I t i s therefore not surprising that 
i n confounding the heretical extreme of the opposing school, Apollinarianism, 
he should lay heavy stress on the f u l l humanity of Christ, denying that by 
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7 union the humanity los t any of i t s in tegr i ty . He could not tolerate the 
implication of the arguments of his opponents that the divine Logos must have 
therefore Buffered and died. That the tiro natures were perfect and unaltered 
by union was afterwards accepted by the Council of Chalcedon. This he might 
have been able to aocept, f o r i t i s clear that he welcomed the support of 
Flavian and Leo, who showed a certain sympathy wi th his general approach although 
g 
neither belonged to the f u l l Antiochene christological t r ad i t ion . 
Q 
Nestorius olearly rejects the idea that there were two Sons i n Christ, 
though i t remains to be seen whether his bond of union su f f i c i en t ly excludes this 
11 
conclusion. While excluding emphatically the ideas of Paul of Samosata10, he 
was f i rmly convinced that there were two substances i n the one Person of Christ. 
This would appear to suggest that f o r Nestorius the term 'substance' i s exactly 
equal to the term 'nature' , and the references i n the footnote seem to support 
this inference. I t i s quite clear that i n many cases Nestorius passes from one 
term to the other ind i f fe ren t ly , or where he says of 'substance' what he w i l l 
12 
also say of 'nature' . Grillmeier following Scipioni seems to suggest there i s 
only a formal difference between the two terms. However there are passages 
15 
where Nestorius clearly distinguishes the two. He writes: ' I f he i s 
concerned to lay the foundations of the dis t inct ion i n Christ, he refers to the 
essence (ousia), the nature (physis), the hypostasis and f i n a l l y to the prosopon 1.* 4 
I t i s true that Nestorius was blustering and rude wi thin the controversy, 
but his opponents do not have the best records f o r good manners. Nevertheless 
a blunt manner of expression did not have as i t s basis an unrefined theological 
thinking. I t i s to an examination of this that we must now turn. During the 
chapter we w i l l be bearing i n mind the thesis of Dr Abramowski, and i n the foot -
notes, where the references are not thought to be genuine, '(Ps.N)' w i l l appear 
a f te r them. On the face of i t there would appear to be l i t t l e to choose between 
the two 'authors' though Ps. Ne&torius heightens the accent on unity of w i l l , 
which might suggest less orthodoxy. I n any case the fathers did not f i n d i t easy 
to f i n d a place f o r the w i l l i n the terminology op substance, nature and prosopon. 
There i s also one passage of d i f f i c u l t interpretation i n which Ps. Nestorius 
15 
speaks of one hypostasis i n Christ against Nestorius' uniform usage of two. 
This suggests a post-Chalcedonian date. On the other hand Nestorius seems a 
great deal firmer i n his use of prosopon i n i t s various senses than Ps. Nestorius. 
So the difference i s quite f i n e l y drawn. 
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THE DIAGNOSIS OF THE TWO NATURES - DISTINCTION OR SEPARATION 
1. The Diagnosis of the two Natures - i n exegesis and theology 
We have already noted that one of the main principles of the Antiochene 
school was that God and man were essentially divorced. To associate the 
Creator with a creature too closely was to denigrate the Divine nature. Nestorius 
i s no di f ferent from his teachers: 'For how can anyone conceive that the Maker, 
seeing that he i s i n every way other than that which i s made, should change into 
17 
his being the other whic'i has been made.1 He too was a f ra id of the opposite 
tendency to 'mix' the constituent parts of Christ, and so to impair the essential 
r ea l i ty of both natures. This he was careful to avoid when interpreting the 
ScriptureB, and indeed we recal l that i t was from some of his sermons that Cyr i l 
and his other opponents began to suspect his orthodoxy. 
The evidence f o r divisive theology or exegesis can be i l lus t ra ted by 
half a dozen instances: a) ' I would not call a babe God'; b) Theotokos; 
c) 'Behold the Lamb of God'; d) The Second Adam; e) The High Priesthood of Jesus 
Christ; and f ) the passage i n Philippians 2.5-11. We w i l l examine each of 
these i n turn. 
18 
Socrates reports that Nestorius had said ' I could not give the name of 
God to one who was two or three months o l d . ' Here he i s clearly following the 
normal pattern of exegetical predication of some aotions and attributes to the 
divine nature i n Jesus Christ while on earth, and some to the human nature* Of 
course this i s clearly connected with the Theotokos controversy which has already 
19 
been mentioned i n our his tor ical discussion. Nestorius gives his own account 
20 
of this remark i n the Book of Heracleides. I t appears that he did not say 
he would not c a l l a baby God but rather that he would not c a l l God a baby. The 
reversal of the subject and predicate considerably alters the sense. He i s more 
concerned to safeguard the majesty of the ousia of God than to reduce the status 
of the Babe of Bethlehem. Thus he appears to have safeguarded a correct use of 
21 
the communicatio idiomatum. But Bethune-Baker said of th i s : ' I am quite 
unable to harbour the suspicion that Nestorius - wr i t ing at a la ter time af te r 
fur ther ref lec t ion - has himself given a cunning twist to the phrase he actually 
used.' Possibly the Syriac translator got i t wrong. According to Theodotus 
22 
the phrase was: 'God ought not to be called two or three months old*. 
We begin to see what Nestorius meant by his various t i t l e s of our Lord, 
some of which he sees as describing one or other of the component parts and others 
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as describing the sum of those parts* He points to th - Creed of Nicaea and 
notes that i t was not 'the Son of G-od' who i s born of the Virgin Mary but 'One 
25 
Lord Jesus Chr is t ' . That i s why he preferred 'Mother of Christ ' as th* t i t l e 
24 
best attributed to Mary. Again he says: 'The Scriptures speak of the 
"Incarnation" of the Word, but never of his " b i r t h " . ' 
25 
The Theotokos Controversy was according to Bethune-Baker solely a 
26 
question of Christology and not a Marian dispute. As such i t i s important 
27 
f o r us. The h is tor ica l occasion of the controversy has already been described 
and according to. Nestorius he was drawn into a debate which was already i n 
28 
existence. He had to arbitrate between those who maintained what had become, 
i n spite of Nestorius' apparent ignorance of the f a c t , a t radi t ional epithet 
of th» Blessed Virgin Mary, $ 6 O T O K O J , and some extreme Antioohenes who opposed 
this with the term ^ © p L o n r o T o K e f . Instead of either he produced his compromise 
of X pi OTTO and i n doing so was aff irming his use of t i t l e s , with 'Christ ' as 
the sum of the two parts. 
Theodore of Mopsuestia thought of Christ as developing i n the sense that 
29 
he received i n an increasing measure the g i f t s of the Word. But Nestorius did 
not conceive of the Incarnation i n these terms* Nevertheless he had made an 
attack on the oommunicatio idiomatum, which included fieo-nxoj and Deus Passus, 
and had long been accepted by the Church* at least i n many areas, though possibly 
50 
not i n Constantinople. I n Nestorius' favour we can say that Cyr i l was using 
i t i n the wrong context, and i n any case i t had not been f i n a l l y r a t i f i e d by the 
Churoh, and was therefore to some extent s t i l l under disoussion. 
Nestorius avoids talking of the Logos as being twofold but concentrates 
on the one Lord Jesus Christ who i s twofold i n his natures. Otherwise i t might 
appear that the 6-odhead was being lowered or conta'jninated by too close a contact 
with creature l ine ss. Therefore he constantly declares that 'Christ ' should be 
the subject of the expressions of the Son, and not the Logos* He was r igh t to 
oppose Cyr i l when the l a t t e r said that Christ f e l t or suffered not by his humanity 
51 
but by his Godhead to which the humanity had been eternally joined. 
I t was customary Antiochene exegesis to ascribe some actions of Christ 
to his divine nature and some to his human nature. On the phrase of acclamation 
'Behold the Lamb of God', he says: 'For he who i s vis ible i s the Lamb, but he 
52 
who i s hidden i s God* These natures are separate*•*' This t i t l e i n i t s e l f 
ref lects both natures i n one, f o r the Lamb i s clearly the human nature which i s 
116. 
defined apart from the divine. He examines the Johannine passage i n some 
33 
depth i n the Book of Heracleides , hut th is idea of the. vis ible and the ixr 
he takes up more f u l l y i n his discussion on the prosopa of the two natures. 
Two t i t l e s which apply to the humanity of Christ are of special importance 
to Nestorius f o r redemptive reasons. The t i t l e 'Second Adam' i s reflected i n an 
extended discussion Nestorius has on the work of the Logos i n creation and 
34 
redemption. He states that the Logos gave Adam his own image i n a l l honour 
55 
and glory, but then Adam lost , this God-like quality and so the Logos became 
36 
man i n order to restore to his nature the original image: 
f 
'For this reason there was need both of the d iv in i ty to renew and to Create and 
to give unto i t ( s e l f ) the likeness, so that ( i t might be changed) from i t s own 
type to the likeness of a servant; and there was also need of the humanity, so 
that the likeness of a servant which was taken should become the likeness of God 
and God the likeness of a servant and that the one should become the other and 
the other the one i n prosopon, the one anc the other remaining i n th» i r natures; 
and he preserves an obedience without s in beoause of his supreme obedience, and 
because of this he was given unto dr.ath f o r the solvation of a l l the world. ' 
I t i s worth remembering here that N astorius l ike many of the theologians 
of his day derived their Christology pract ical ly from the necessity to show how 
Christ i n his l i f e and death could have effected the salvation of mankind. I t 
i s this point which eventually determined the orthodox bel ief that Christ must 
have both natures f u l l y , and that these had to be wholly related to one another, 
so that the work could be completed. 
A considerable proportion of Nestorius' theology on the atonement i s to 
57 
be found i n his Sermon on the High Priesthood of Christ , which was or ig ina l ly 
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printed as part of a collection of Chrysostom's sermons and subsequently 
59 
printed i n Loofs' collection. I t i s an exegetical sermon based on passages 
i n the Epistle to the Hebrews. High Priesthood is., according to Nestorius, 
attached to Christ as man, while according to C y r i l , i t i s God. while not 
neglecting the Logos image i n Christ, i t i s part icular ly associated with his 
humanity. 
I t was not to- the Godhead that N sstorius ascribed the High Priesthood 
but to the seed of Abraham. As such i t i s he that suffered, not God - there was 
no 'Deus Passus'• He t r i e d to confound the heretios, who, he said, represented 
the Word who cannot suffer as a high priest who does suffer . Here there was a 
paral le l with Moses. To assert or imply that God was passible would reduce the 
40 
ontological status of the d i v i n i t y . On the other hand the work of Christ was 
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41 to raise men to the level of the divine. 
He f inds himself clearly i n agreement with the author of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews: ' I n that he has suffered and been tempted he is able to succour 
42 45 them that are tempted.'. : Again he states e x p l i c i t l y : 'God the Word was made 
man that he might therein make the humanity the likeness of God and that he might 
therein renew (the likeness of God) i n the nature of the humanity; and thereupon 
he renewed his material elements and showed him ( to be) without sin i n the 
observance of the commandments, as though he alone suff iced f o r renewing him 
who had or ig inal ly fallen, by the transgression of the observance of the commandments 
. . . . For this same reason the second man also observed (them) not, but God 
l ived i n his stead and observed the commandments, because he was i n that nature 
which sins not. And i f this i s so, what was the need f o r the l i f e of the 
humanity to show that he who was God the Word was able to observe those human 
things which he who was man was unable to observe••.. Destroy not therefore 
the pattern of the Incarnation, but concede the properties of the d iv in i ty and 
concede the properties of the humanity and concede one prosopon of the union, 
and a l l of them ( w i l l be) true and a l l of them orthodox.' 
So the high priesthood of Christ involved mediation. He took phrases 
l ike 'being tempted', ' learning obedience'» and 'made perfect through suffer ing ' 
to be descriptive of the manhood. There i s the 4 one who exhibits i n himself 
the person of human nature free from sin*. He i s f i t to be sent as a mediator 
on behalf of himself and a l l men with the sacrifice of his body - 'he took the 
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image to abolish the g u i l t of the f i r s t man1, Or to put i t a l i t t l e more 
e x p l i c i t l y he said: 'Remark indeed that I have confessed, that a l l the chief 
priests have need of sacrifices, while Christ, as one who had no need thereof, 
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offered himself as a sacrifice on his own behalf and on behalf of his race. 
This i s a reference from the genuine parts of the Book of Heracleides, but there 
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is a similar summary of Ps. Nestorius' bel ief on this subject. 
Nestorius interpreted ' f o r every high priest being taken from among men' 
(Hebrews 5 . l ) as a qual i f icat ion - so that i t i s because Christ was himself a 
man that he can be a high pr ies t . He also lays heavy stress on another verse: 
'who hath no ne~d daily, as the high priests, to o f fe r up sacrifices f i r s t f o r 
their own sins, then f o r the sins of the people, f o r this he did once f o r a l l 
i n that he offered up himself. ' (Hebrews 7.27) I n his humanity the perfect. 
Representative" was an offer ing on behalf of himself "and the whole of mankind 
which he represented. Therefore the qual i f icat ion and the actual of fer ing was 
118 
the human nature* This presupposes the unity of the person because i t was 
47 
not only an act of the manhood - 'man cannot save himself*. We may compare 
this with Cyr i l who l a i d this experience i n the role of the Word though he 
probably meant the Incarnate Word. 
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Thus Bethune-Baker says: 
'To Nestorius i t s°ems that th« moral purpose of the Incarnate Word of God 
underwent a genuine human experience, and he argues against every doctrine of 
his Person which seems to debar him from being a real Example and Pattern of 
a genuinely human l i f e ' . 
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And quoting the Book of Heracleides he remarks: 
' I f he did not become man i n (or into) man, then He saved himself but not us. 
But i f he saved us, then i n us He became man. and he was i n the form of men, 
and i n fashion He was found as a man, and He did not himself become a man.' 
Final ly i n this section he examines b r i e f l y his treatment of the 
passage Philippians 2.5-11. He devotes special attention to the two phrases 
from verse 5, 'the form of a servant' and 'the form of God'. He regards 
them as co-existent and appears to use po£<j>-^ as meaning the prosopon.5<^ 
While there are frequent allusions to the passage thoughout the Book of 
51 
Heracleides one extract offers an extended discussion which merits f u l l e r 
52 
examination. 
'But God took upon himself th« likeness of a servant, and that of none 
oth»r, f o r his own prosopon and f o r his sonship, as indeed are those who are 
united i n nature. He took the likeness of a servant: and the likeness of the 
servant was not the ousia of a man, but he who took i t made i t ( his) likeness 
and his prosopon For the nature he took not f o r himself but the likeness, 
and schema of man, i n a l l things which indicate the prosopon....• But he 
suffered not those things i n his nature but made use therein of him who.suffers 
naturally i n his schema and i n his prosopon i n order that he eight give him by 
grace i n his prosopon a name which i s more exce l len t . . . . . But he was the 
likeness of a servant not i n schema but i n ousia, and i t was taken f o r the 
likeness and f o r the'schema and f o r the humiliation unto death upon the cross. 
But to understand 'the likeness of a servant as the ousia' he appointed Christ 
f o r the understanding; f o r Christ i s both of them by nature. For th is reason 
the properties of the two natures b e f i t also one prosopon, not ( that) of the 
ousia of God the Word. . . . . God the Christ i s not indeed as i t were another 
part from God the Word, but he i s indicative of the union of the two ousias 
. of God the Word and of Man. . . . . The diversities of the natures are not 
destroyed because of the union, but they have rather perfected f o r us One 
Lord and Christ and Son, by an ineffable concurrence of the d iv in i ty and of 
th* humanity i n the union.' 
Some of these l a t t e r sentences seem to provide us with the kernel of 
Nestorius teaching. .We should note that f o r him the pop<b<*e are 
simultaneous not successive aB with C y r i l . For Cyr i l the Incarnation happens 
119 
at the 'but ' of 7.7. Everything before this applies to the Discarnate 
Logos, everything af ter to the Incarnate Logos. But Nestorius takes the 
f i r s t words 'Let this mind be i n you which was i n Christ Jesus' seriously 
as indicating the Incarnate Lord and the switch i n v.7 i s from his divine 
to his human nature. 
Most of his theological tenets are contained i n his exegesis, but i f 
we go beyond these we f i n d the same basic principles expressed. The duality 
55 
within our Lord i s expressed by him constantly at the level of the natures. 
54 
He is God by nature and man by nature* These are two f u l l natures and not 
55 
just two qualities of existence. He stresses the f u l l humanity of Christ, 
56 
and says he must have had a soul and body, and yet h*> i s not just a man. 
57 
Thus he i s t ru ly God and t ru ly man* On.the other hand there are not two 
58 
Sons f o r there i s a union of the two natures* There are not two Sons or two 
59 
Christs but two natures and one prosopon,' and this union can be expressed as 
'two natures i n one Son', 'two natures i n one Chr is t ' , and 'two natures and 
60 
one Redeemer'. This i s the basis f o r his d i f fe ren t ia t ion between the t i t l e 
' th» Logos' ( f o r him the divine nature only) and 'the Christ ' (the divine and 
human natures united)* This explains his misunderstanding over the term 
61. 
& 6oro«roj and the phrase 'Deus Pas B U S * . 
Grillmeier says of Nestorius' determination to make 'Christ ' the 
62 
subject of the aotions of both natures: 
'But Nestorius does not f u l l y see the metaphysical structure of th is work 
"Christ"• He does not show by i t that the Logos i s subject as the bearer of 
both the d iv in i ty and the humanity. Instead, he regards "Christ" 
superf ic ia l ly only as the sum of the two natures and sees these i n turn merely 
as a collection of qualitative expressions* I n so f a r , then, as "Christ" i s 
the sum of the properties of Godhead and manhood, Nestorius ventures to make 
both eternal and temporal expressions about him. He thus reduces the subject 
"Christ" to the sum of the two natures and only- rarely leaves room to consider 
the bearer of these natures.' 
What i s more important i n Grillmeier i s his use of the phrase 'additive 
65' 
subject 1 .. This neatly pinpoints the real problem* Does Nestorius make 
this concept a viable possibil i ty? As the above paragraph suggests, Grillmeier 
seems to think that the attempt is a f a i l u r e . 
However Nestorius was r ight to stress that the Fathers at Nicea had 
avoided the communicatio idiomatum and used 'Christ ' as the 'common name of the 
g 4 65 two natures' • This i s confirmed by the usage of the New Testament: 
1 20. 
•And °ven i f you make your way through the whole of the New (Testament) you 
w i l l nowhere f i n d death attributed to God (?u 0tu> ) the Godhead, but e i t h e r 
to Christ' or the Son or the Lord. For (the designation) "Christ" and "Son" 
and "Lord" applied by Scripture to the only-begotten as ah expression of the 
two natures (TG« tyOcrtuv Z<TT\, T U V (SO C ' j p o t ^ T c K o v / ) and reveals now the Godhead, 
now th« manhood, now both. ' 
That i s why Nestorius rejected the 9eoro«o$ formula, though i n the end 
ha r e a l i s e d , that i t was permissable as a complimentary t i t l e because i f Mary 
is th» Mother of Christ (and he was not just prepared to say she was the 
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Mother of a man) then she i s the bearer of the two natures conjoined. Thus 
he i s v«>ry careful to repudiate the charge that he was teaching two Sons 
simply because f o r him the term 'Son' i s the expression of oneness of our 
y m 67 
Lord. 
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I n the same Sermon he shows the Son as the pre-existent Logos who 
takes f l e sh , and so .the dis t inct ion clearly lay i n the f i e l d of the natures. 
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But immediately afterwards he reverts to the name 'Christ ' as the 'sum' of 
the two natures* I f he does not c l a r i f y his terminology at least he -rejects 
7 / 70 
quite adamantly the term livO^^ojoKof, His explanation i n his apology of 
the.misunderstanding over the Theotokos Controversy shows that h i s orthodox 
71 
intention continued to the end of h i s l i f e . 
'So i n the Liber Heraclidis, too, Nestorius s t i l l bases Christological 
expressions on 'Christ ' as the sum of the two natures and not on a f i n a l 
(divine) subject as the bearer of the divine and the human natures i n Christ: 
"Therefore the two natures belong unto Christ and not unto God the Word".1 
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Thus remarks Grillmeier i n conclusion , and so Nestorius was s t i l l 
following the old Antiochene determination to safeguard the f u l l human nature 
of Christ against Apollinarianism and Arianism (as a Christological e r ror ) . 
75 
He remarks i n agreement with C y r i l : 
'For when two natures, unlike one another, are named by the same name, they 
are called two by homonymy. But thou sayest one i n the union; this also 
Nestorius says? that two natures (result i n ) one Christ, which are se l f -
sustaining i n their natures, and need not, f o r the support of one another, 
that they should be supported by the union; but they have established the 
.dispensation on our behalf. ' 
I n this excerpt 'self-sustaining' i s more than a mere synonym f o r 
'complete', but jus t f a l l s short of a f u l l personality i n our sense of the -
word. Nestorius did good service f o r the Antiochene cause and f o r the sake 
of orthodoxy as this eventually triumphed at Chalcedon, by asserting the 
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posi t iv- valu« of th« As sum? r and the assumed. He thus safeguarded a v i t a l 
- t ruth, and i n showing that the divine was the active constituent and the 
human th« passive, he went much of the way towards the point reached by 
Cyr i l i n his hypostatic union by making the Logos the ultimate subject of 
both natures uni f ied . Nestorius' main weakness was that by distinguishing 
so sharply between the two components of Christ he stood i n danger of b°ing 
unable to l i n k them. We must now consider the terminology which he employed 
and i n th« l i g h t of this discussion, evaluate his attempts to provide an 
adequate bond of union between the Godhead and manhood of Christ. 
2. The diagnosis of th« two natures - i n vocabulary 
' "Half the controversies of the world would never have happened i f 
th* disputants had at th<> outset defined their terms" i s a saying the t ru th 
of which i s always more obvious to the onlookers of a la ter age than i t was to 
the. disputants at the time. But i n this case i t i s we of a la ter age who 
n°«d to be on our guard that we may not import into the terms which Nestorius 
employed tha sens« that they bore i n la te r ecclesiastical usage. - No one 
who r<>ads his writings as a whole could make the mistake, but single passages 
might prove p i t f a l l s even f o r the wary. For one of the chief terms used had 
already acquired i n the time of Nestorius, i n other connexions at least, a 
sens* which is d i f ferent from that i n which he employs i t . The term i n 
question i s hypostasis, and Nestorius always maintained that there w»re i n the 
Person of our Lord two Hypostases'. 
So said Bethune-Baker though others have not been so confident as 
he was of the apparent conformity of the Nestorian works as a whole. Rather 
i t i s Cyr i l who i n the continuing f l u i d i t y of vocabulary of his t ime, provided 
not. only a key framework f o r the fu ture , hut also much of the terminology 
which has'stood the test of time. 
Nestorius also employed many of the t radi t ional Christological formulas 
and id»as, par t icular ly i n the Liber Heraclidis, but his application of them 
to explain the unity of God and man i n Christ i s more questionable. Then we 
f i n d he 'has real ly us«d up a l l his words i n explaining the two natures i n 
Christ. 
'Nestorius' particular d i f f i c u l t y arises from the fac t that i n inter-
preting Christ he i s not dealing with two abstract natures, but with an indiv-
idual , concrete human nature and the Godhead which subsists i n the Logos. 
Godhead and manhood i n Christ are concrete r ea l i t i e s . To describe them he 
uses the expressions ousia (essence), physis (nature) and hypostasis (actual 
concrete rea l i ty ) ' .75 
122 
Thus h* has l e f t only the word prosopon f o r the unity of the natures, and 
as we shall see, even this is employed sometimes i n a dual framework. 
Nestorius starts from the duality of Christ at the level of the 
1 nature' : -
• I f thpn I said "Christ" and "God the Word another, apart from Christ", or 
"Christ apart from G-od the Word", you have said well Now I have said that 
the name "Christ" i s indicative of two natures, of G-od indeed one nature (and 
of man on~ nature).'76 
Then he distinguishes between 'Christ ' as the sum of the two natures 
and 'Logos' as the one divine nature- For him two natures of th- Logos 
would mean two substances (concrete natures) i n the Logos. How does th is 
idea of 'natura completa' arise? His thought i s based on the Antiochene 
determination to preserve the humanity of Christ against Apollinarianism. 
He therefore is bound to assert the completeness of both natures: 
'Two natures (result in ) one Christ, which are self-sustaining ( n t i r i n ) i n 
their natures and do not need f o r the support of one another that- they should 
be supported by the union: but th«y have established the dispensation on 
our behalf.'77 
Although we should not interpret this i n terms of two separate 
personalities, s t i l l the problem i s inherent i n Nestorius' use of words. 
' I f he. is concerned to lay the foundations of the dis t inct ion i n 
Christ, he refers to the essence (ousia), the nature (physis), the hypostasis 
and f i n a l l y .to the prosopon. I f i t i s necessary to demonstrate the unity 
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i n Christ he only refers back to the prosopon.' 
So when he i s describing the diversity i n Christ Nestorius employs 
a l l four words, and when he i s describing the unity he merely refers back to 
one of the expressions already used, namely the prosopon. 'To Nestorius 
Godhead and manhood, God and man, were much too real to be able to lose 
themselves i n one another; the unity must be found i n something other than 
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the "substances" themselves.' 
For Nestorius, 'the nature1 was something which was real rather than 
i l lu so ry . But he allowed that i t could be complete, or incomplete as body 
and soul are incomplete natures, and he likens what happens i n Christ to the 
l inking of a body and soul i n a man. He has of course to avoid Cyr i l ' s 
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application of the model to which he objects on the ground, that soul and. 
body ar<> incomplete natures forming a single complete man* He had. no 
objection to i t s use as ah analogy of two disparate ent i t ies forming a 
80 
whole, so that he says: 
'For this union, being variable and changeable, i n that i t takes place f o r the 
nature and f o r the completion of the nature, i s not of two complete but of 
two incomplete natures* For every complete nature has not need of another 
nature that i t may be and l i v e , i n that i t has i n i t and has received ( i t s 
whole) de f in i t ion that i t may be* For i n a natural composition i t seems 
that neither of those natures whereof i t i s (formed) i s complete but they need 
on<> another that they may be and subsist* Even as the body hath need of the 
soul*.** How then dost thou predicate one nature of two whole natures, when 
the humanity i s complete, needing not the union of the d iv in i t y to become 
man?'. 
This i s the key question a s f a . as Nestorius i s concerned - man i s a 
complete nature* Natural union can only apply to incomplete natures and 
this Nestorius.will .not tolerate* The two natureB i n Christ are complete 
. and this i s where he starts his analysis* The notion of an incomplete 
nature i s confined to controversial contexts against Cyr i l and plays no 
fur ther part i n Nestorius' own analysis* While i n a sense the natures wer* 
incomplete i n that neither alone ..could complete 'our Lord Jesus Chr is t ' , 
Nestorius was determined to preserve their f u l l integri ty* 
HP made 'the Essence* almost equivalent to 'the Nature1 and so 
narrowed i t down to mean the 'specif ic being' of. the Nature* Thus each 
Nature has an ousia.- On top of th i s , or outside of i t , each had i t s 
hypostasis-which determined i t s f i n a l individuality* This again was cond-
itioned by i t s properties located i n the prosopon. Thus he has used a l l 
four terms -in the context of the diversity within Christ. For him prosopon 
retains i t s two basic meanings:- i t may mean 'a r o l e ' , e.g. 'And thou hast 
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accepted the prosopon of those men.*..' j or i t may mean a 'human ind iv idua l ' , 
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e .g . ' i t i s certain that he i n person took the place of a tr ibunal f o r them'• 
Thus fo r him there are i n Christ two 'natural prosopa' without which the nature 
are incomplete. The natural prosopon i s the outward collection of the prop-
erties which f u l l y define th« nature. I f these are not.preserved thetwo 
natures ar» mingled, and therefore prosopon i n th is sense i s almost equivalent 
to hypostasis. 
Nature i n i t s 'natural prosopon' i s the hypostasis, but-technically 
hypostasis describes the completeness of natura completa, rather than either 
being or adding anything to the natura completa* 
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I t i s l i t t l e odd that Nestbrius used hypostasis at a l l i n view of 
C y r i l * s hypostatic union which he c l e a r l y did not understand and t r i e d to 
rephrase i n terms of prosopic union. I t i s seldom used by him a n d only 
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a f t e r th» outbreak of the controversy with C y r i l . The word has been used 
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i n T r i n i t a r i a n doctrine but was r e l a t i v e l y new i n Christology. Nestorius, 
i n h i s use of T r i n i t a r i a n formulas, usually but not always preferred prosopon, 
though ho deliberately excluded a Sabellian interpretation of prosopon as 
lacking an ousia. 
'But further, as i n the T r i n i t y , (there i s ) there one ousia of three 
prosopa, but three prbsopa of one ousia; here (there i s ) one prosopon of two 
ousias and two ousias of one prosopon.' 
Nestorius i s aware of the p o s s i b i l i t y of identifying prosopon and 
hypostasis i n Christology p a r t i c u l a r l y when he attempted to deal with C y r i l ' s 
£V&j<rig ifoiC? o>TTocrro<<ri v • C y r i l had UBed the phrase and Nestorius retorted 
86 e / 7-' • 
that he did not understand i t * For him therefore ^iro<rr*<rif = ouc-*<* but 
Nestorius believed each nature had i t s own hypostasis, and therefore, he 
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misunderstood what C y r i l meant. I f f o r C y r i l i t meant something which was 
' s u b s t a n t i a l 1 , i t i s c l e a r that C y r i l i s l e s s c l e a r or definite on th* r e l a t i o n -
ship between 'natural' and 'hypostatic'• I n the Book of Heracleides,Nestorius 
sought to discover what C y r i l r e a l l y meant and whether or not he agreed with 
88 
him. The language was s t i l l s u f f i c i e n t l y f l u i d to make t h i s a genuine query. 
I n h i s comments on these pages, Bethune-Baker points out that Nestorius 
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considered three possible explanations of C y r i l ' s definitions anduse of words. 
F i r s t , th» term 'Hypostatic Union' may mean the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of two hypostases 
to form a new hypostasis, which i s something other than the o r i g i n a l two. 
This would hav" b-on 'confusion* or 'mixture' and so v a l i d l y opposed by 
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Nestorius. Nor could he accept i t as meaning 'personal union' i n th» same 
sense as h i s 'union of persons'. By prosopic union he understood the union 
oftwo complete natures to make one Person. What he meant p r e c i s e l y by th« 
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union of the prosopa w i l l concern us l a t e r . 
Secondly, Bethune-Baker suggests Nestorius oould not have taken the phrase 
'hypostatic union' as an adj e c t i v a l . d e s c r i p t i o n of the resultant union rather 
than an explanation of i t s occurence. But t h i s would s t i l l have b~en unsatis-




F i n a l l y , C y r i l could have meant the same as Nestorius meant by prosopic 
union, but the intention of the two protagonists behind t h e i r respective theories 
was e n t i r e l y different. The prosopic union of Nestorius i s not a union i n • I 
C y r i l ' s sense, but a description of the two natures of C h r i s t considered from 
the point of view of t h e i r unity within the one C h r i s t . C y r i l ' s hypostatic 
union i s probably l i t t l e more than a verbal variant of t h i s theory of natural 
union. I t could be a mistake to read into i t a l l the implications of i t s use 
a t Chalcedon. 
92 Abramowski c i t e s a passage i n the Liber H e r a d i d i s tio prove that 
Ps. Nestorius spoke of one hypostasis, whereas Nestorius always spoke of two. 
Scipioni f i n d s hypostasis d i f f i c u l t to f i t into Nestorius' conceptual framework. 
I t i s sinply 'natura reduplicative terminata e t determinata', i . e . i t says the 
same t h i i g as 'complete nature considered as complete'. I t i s rather an odd 
man out theologically speaking. 
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This may be summarised: 
'Nestorius argues that he can only understand C y r i l ' s phrase evwo-ts £TTOVTO(O-I v 
i f C y r i l UBes urroo-Tou-x; to express what Nestorius c a l l s TT^ OS-^ TO/ ... i t would 
seem tha" N^storius regularly uses Wer-p*^  as p r a c t i c a l l y equivalent to o w n * 
and i n T r i n i t a r i a n doctrine would himself sp=ak of three -n^ oj-u-rro^  i n one uTi0'o-T*-<ri( 
(or oSo-i* ) . But C y r i l has the l a t e r usage^in which the two are distinguished 
and so speaks of three jTroo-rao-fcij i n one . Nestorius evidently appreciates 
t h i s difference of terminology i n T r i n i t a r i a n doctrine, and t r i e s to f i n d i n i t 
a clue to the understanding of C y r i l ' s christology, askingwhether a f t e r a l l 
C y r i l alf ays means by ujoJTi^s what he c a l l s -n ^Le^o^ 
So Nestorius allows the hypostatic union i f hypostasis means the same 
as proaopon, as contrasted with the ousia or the physis as i n h i s use of T r i n i t -
arian formulas. I f he had c l e a r l y i d e n t i f i e d hypostasis and prosopon as 
alte r n a t i v e s he would have gone even further than C y r i l towards the eventual 







Nestorius used the phrase 'natural prosopon'- to describe the prosopon 
longs to each nature independently, but he also t a l k s of the 'prosopon 
, e.g. ' I seek not to make as i t were two sons nor again the dissolution 
, but I make use of one prosopon of union as (formed) of the two 
94 
also Divine Scripture s i g n i f i e s . ' These affirmations he always 
with a r i g i d insistence on the t i t l e s of our Lord. He refused to use 
union, 
as 
'God the Word' or 'Man' alone* but preferred to employ 'Christ', 'Son', 
95 Only-begotten 1, or 'Jesus Christ'.' 
126. 
and 
Thus Nestorius i s c l e a r l y convinced about h i s use of vocabulary 
he goes some of the way towards c l a r i f i c a t i o n . I t i s int e r e s t i n g to 
noto that he had already used the phrase ' i n two natures' and also the 
96 
phrase 'one prosopon i n two ousia 1* The f i r s t i s c l a s s i c Chalcedonianism, 
and th* second would have been accepted by the Chalcedonian Fathers provided 
that he equated ousia and nature. We may compare t h i s with C y r i l ' s fcK £ 0 0 (J>ue fcwv (OU<TLUV) which was rejected, though h i s basic idea of the hypostatic 
union, with i t s one princip l e i n C h r i s t was acceptable. 
97 
As Grillmeier says: 
ar° faced with the question whether the alreKdy almost Chalcedonian 
fomulas mentioned above are the f r u i t of an understanding i t s e l f character-
i s t i c of th« Fathers of Chalcedon, i n other words, whether Nestorius was on 
the r i g h t way to a speculative solution of the c h r i s t o l o g i c a l d i f f i c u l t i e s 
thon pending. Does Nestorius seek the solution of the c h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
problem i n a sphere i n which the l a t e r theology of the Church i s a c t i v e ? ' . 
Ttt3 BOND OF UNION 
1. 'ha bond of union - conjunction preferred to union 
Nestorius asserted the Godhead and manhood of C h r i s t as both perfect 
and yet ha i s accused by h i s opponents f o r not having brought these together 
i n a s a t i s f a c t o r y union* But what kind of union did Nestorius p o s i t , and 
was i t a r e a l union? He spoke on the one hand of 'the God' and on tho other 
hand of 'the Man'. These he s a i d were 'joined together' and 'worshipped 
together'• The union was on? of 'good pleasure' and the relationship to 
God the Father 'as a Son'.. These phrases must now be examined and the other 
side of h i s Christology placed alongside i t s ' strongly marked d u a l i s t aspect. 
Ho constantly stressed the_oneness of C h r i s t : e.g. 'diverse are the 
natures which have come into a true union, yet from both of them ( i s formed) 
98 
one C h r i s t . ' Yet he avoided terms which expressed r e a l unity and hence 
aros< the charge that ^ho taught 'two Sons' and had added a fourth person to 
the T r i n i t y . The use of concrete terms to express the substance f e l l within 
the recognised l i m i t s of c h r i s t o l o g i c a l language. There are p a r a l l e l s i n 
Fathers of a very different Doctrinal t r a d i t i o n , possibly even i n Athanasius 
99 
i f Grillmeier's assessment of the evidence i s on the right l i n e s . 
127. 
Accordingly Nestorius says that he separated the natures, but 
100 
conjoins the reverence but we have to ask whether t h i s i s j u s t an external 
c' / 
relationship, what C y r i l describes as fcvwcns trfeTtxy. The term 'conjunction' 
(orovot^eu) which-Nestorius and Theodore prefer to 'union' (ei/cj(j-i$ ) i s 
101 
sometimes used by.theologians outside t h e i r t r a d i t i o n . Nor did Nestorius 
e n t i r e l y avoid the alternative term* I t occurs i n one passage i n the 
102 
N«storiana fragments, and, if_Loofs i s correct, i t l i e s behind the Syriao of 
a long passage i n th« Treatise of Heracleides which contains the f u l l 
discussion of the arguments on natural and prosopic u n i o n . B e t h u n e - B a k e r 
lO'lL 
has pointed out some inte r e s t i n g f a c t s on t h i s word. F i r s t i t r e a l l y 
means 'contact' or 'cohesion'• Second, i t i s not to be contrasted with union 
(6vc*>*r($ ) but with 'mixture', 'commingling', or 'confusion' ( K ^ e n s , ( J i - ^ i S ^ 
C u y y u f ^ ) - 'one end only i n view that no one should c a l l the Word of God 
105 
a creature, or the manhood which was assumed incomplete* 
I t i s c l e a r Nestorius has to maintain the separation of the two _ 
natures, but he also presupposes the unity of the one C h r i s t , one Son, one 
- and almost goes as f a r as a communicatio idiomatum: 




GodhAad and the f l e s h of the Lord v i s i b l e i n the Child. 




the oneness of the Son i s not damaged by the d i s t i n c t i o n of the nature 1-, 
107 
;hat he believes i n 'God the Logos one Prosopon of the Son', 
f a r he i s using t r a d i t i o n a l formulae, and explanations. 
I n trying to produce a positive explanation of unity, Nestorius 
sharpens the Antiochene emphasis. As a r e s u l t he has to bind together not 
two (.bstract but two concrete natures. He i s quite c e r t a i n there are two 
ousif.s (essence), two physis (natures) and two hypostases ( a c t u a l concrete 
r e a l i t i e s . Accordingly i n h i s Sermon of 25 March 451 he appeared to speak 
of 'two hypostases of the two natures', but we should compare the L a t i n . 
version of Marius Mercator: 'Coniunctionis i g i t u r confiteamur dignitatem 
108 
unam, naturarum autem substantias duplices', where of course, 'substantia' 
stands only f o r the concrete^particularity of the two natures; and does not 
describe two 'persons' as we should think of them* 
unity 
Thus the two natures are joined i n v<*^ei<*. (or coniunctio) i n the 
of the -rrfoerwTrov/ • Nestorius congratulated C y r i l on agreeing with him 
128. 
109 over t h i s question. 
The notion of synapheia i n Nestorius' time had not been so c l e a r l y 
defined philosophically that we can conclude from the word alone whether 
Nestorius was describing a purely accidental unity i n C h r i s t as C y r i l thought 
he n e a n t , 1 1 0 or a deeper substantial bond. Nestorius therefore defined 
synapheia by various additions which were meant to show the quality of the 
union. These idiomata are components of the prosopon not additions to 
synapheia to show the quality of union. 
2. rho bond of union - unity of glory.honour and worship; unity of w i l l 
The f i r s t q u a l i f i c a t i o n was the assertion of a unity of glory, honour 
and worship. Again basing much of h i s argument on th° passage from 
Philippians (2.5-11), Nestorius showed that the Man was r a i s e d to the l e v e l 
of God to receive the same honour, glory and worship ( T » - ^ » * ° J O T ) as God 
the Son. Nestorius was here agreeing with t r a d i t i o n a l theology but claimed 
that the unity i s provided f o r by prosopic union. 
When God 'humbled himself' he took on the prosopon of manhood. 
Because of t h i s action the reverse process could take place and the man 
Jesus would receive the honour of the Son. This idea comes out c l e a r l y i n 
the jiber HeraclidiB and also i n th« e a r l i e r works.^"^" 
Besides a unity of glory, honour and worship Nestorius also asserted 
a .unity of w i l l . We have already noted how he used the pattern of the 
112 
Second Adam . and i f the image of Adam was to be restored there must be 
som- moral response i n the humanity of Jesus C h r i s t , and so the Antiochenes 
tended to think of a moral and r e l i g i o u s development i n Jesus - 'the w i l l of 
115 
God became h i s own w i l l ' • Also: 'He r a i s e d up h i s very soul unto God, 
conf:.rming that which was according to h i s w i l l to the w i l l of God i n order 
that he might be the image only of the Architype, and not of h i s being.... 
i t was preferable to him that the w i l l of God should be done and not that of 
hi s f l e s h : and i n actions he made himself a l i k e n e s s to w i l l that which he 
w i l l s , that there might be one and the same w i l l i n both of them, one prosopon 
114 
without d i v i s i o n . . . . ' 
129. 
Theodore had used the expression 'indwelling by good pleasure' 
o * L<«" ) . I t might appear that t h i s was j u s t a moral relationship 
conditioned by the holiness of the man together with h i s obedience. God 
the Word iB the subject of 'the good pleasure' to become incarnate. I t 
was a free expression of God's love f o r man, who.while .remaining whet he 
i s i n essence takes, to himself i n the Logos the essence of man - so 
115 
Nestorius stated. This 'according to good pleasure' became 'voluntary 
union' (union of the w i l l ) i n the Book of Heracleides, and t h i s i s _ 
p a r t i c u l a r l y developed by Ps. Nestorius. Nestorius also takes over Theodore 1 
l a t e r addition 'as i n a Son' to describe the s p e c i a l nature of the indwell-
ing. He describes th* various kinds of indwelling i n prophets, apostles, 
etc ind how these are a l l of different degrees, and yet the indwelling i n 
'Christ' i s unique because God i n c h r i s t i s head of a l l profahets, apostles, 116 e t c . 
This idea was sound i n that i t was based on s o t e r i o l o g i c a l demands, 
but i t s r e a l weakness l a y i n the f a c t that Nestorius t r i e s to base an 
ontological unity on what was e s s e n t i a l l y merely a moral p r i n c i p l e , though 
117 
he i s .convinced that the unity i n C h r i s t i s not j u s t a moral bond. To 
some extent he r e a l i s e d the weakness and hence h i s attempts l i k e Theodore 
before him to undergird i t by something which would make i t e s s e n t i a l l y 
unique. That i t f a i l e d to do so was s u f f i c i e n t l y evident f o r him to t r y 
to m<et C y r i l on h i s own ground of philosophical presuppositions. Whether 
he r e a l l y succeeded i n making the bridge between what were B i b l i c a l express-
ions often i n loose of 'dramatic' or 'mythical' language and thought, and 
an ontic basis may be contested. I t may be h i s weakness that he tried.to 
use h i s own weapons i n an enemy t e r r i t o r y . The r e a l question i s whether 
unior of w i l l i s the ground or the consequence of prosopmc union. Nestorius 
mean! i t to be the l a t t e r but i f h i s theory f a i l s to convince the other 
answer w i l l have to be given. We w i l l now examine how f a r he succeeded. 
many 
5. The bond of union - unity i n prosopon 
As we have already seen the word TT^ OC-WTTOV' was currently used i n 
118 
senses : an actor's mask - the part played by an actor - a role or 
function i n l i f e - the character of someone - a p a r t i c u l a r person. A l l 
these m»anings can be contained together i n the use of the word. I n the 
definitions of the Chalcedonians Fathers,-the term 'hypostasis' was placed 
alongside 'prosopon' and thereby contrasted with 'ousia' and 'physis'. 
ISO. 
But Nestorius c l e a r l y does not equate h i s 'prosopic union 1 with the 'hypo-
s t a t i c union' of C y r i l , f o r Nest 
p r a c t i c a l l y synonymous with 'ousia'. 
119 
s t a t i c union' of C y r i l , f o r N e S t o r i u s ' use of the word 'hypostasis' i s 
We w i l l examine four modern representative treatments of Nestorius' 
use of prosopon, i n the work of Bethune-Baker, Loofs, Hodgson ( i n the essay 
at the end of the Liber H e r a c l i d i s ) and G r i l l m e i e r (who incorporates 
S c i p i o n i ) . 
120 
Bethune-Baker comments: 
'I n view of the many expressions and arguments of which these are only 
t y p i c a l , i t i s impossible to doubt that Nestorius was c l e a r i n h i s own 
mind that h i s doctrine of the Incarnation safeguarded absolutely the unity of 
the subject. He did not think of two d i s t i n c t persons joined together, but 
of a single Person who combined i n Himself the two d i s t i n c t things (sub-
stances) Godhead and manhood with t h e i r c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s (natures) complete' 
and i n t a c t though united to him.' 
The Greek theologians were quite happy.- i n using the term prosopon to 
define the one .incarnate C h r i s t , and i n Bethune-Baker.'s opinion i t i s not so 
much they suspected Nestorius was using i t i n an h e r e t i c a l sense but that 
122 
they did not believe he meant what he sai d . He also says that i n the 
Chalcedonian Defi n i t i o n prosopon was put alongside hypostasis to define the 
use of the l a t t e r rather than the other way round. I n any case the word 
was probably inserted rather to incorporate Leo's use of persona i n the Tome 
and thus to a s s e r t the harmony of C y r i l and Leo. So he points out that we 
should not allow the l a t e r d i s t r u s t of the word to colour the e a r l i e r 
N-storian controversy. 
I n summary Bethune-Baker defines Nestorius' use of the term as 
follows: a) he 'used the term person to express that i n which both the 
123 
Godhead and the manhood of our Lord were one'; b) and he does not share 
the l a t e r phraseology of the orthodox about an impersonal humanity personal 
124 
i n C h r i s t . The human nature, though not a person, i s f u l l y personal. 
On the other hand Loofs expounds a more elaborate ides of what . 
125 
N^storius .meant by prosopon: ..a) The term prosopon does not equal 'person' 
126 
as we understand i t , but describes the oneness of the subject. b) 
Nestorius can use i t both of the Godhead and the manhood considered separately 
127 
and of an interchange between the two - a 'making use of* one by the other. 121 A nature to be complete must always have a prosopon as well as i t s hypostasis. 
151 
c) But he uses the idea of the one (unifying) prosppon much more than the 
129 
prosopa of each of the two component parts. By t h i s he means the 
undivided appearance of the h i s t o r i c Jesus who was not seen by h i s d i s c i p l e s 
as a sort of schizophrenic. 1 5 0 The different natures are not united 181 
sub s t a n t i a l l y but i n the prosopon of the union. d) I n C h r i s t the manhood 
152 
i s the prosopon of the Godhead, and the Godhead i s the prosopon of the manhooa. 
This r e s u l t s i n the union of the prosopa so 'the prosopon of the one ousia 
makes use of the prosopon of the other ousia.•• 
Unfortunately Loafs' judgement seems to have been coloured by 
R i t s c h l i a n theology which suspected metaphysical formulations and sought 
instead to base theology on moral and s p i r i t u a l r e a l i t i e s . He says that i f 
Nestorius rejected the idea of a substantial union he came near to i t i n a 
154 1 5 5 union-'on a s p i r i t u a l plan', or 'through an i n t e l l i g e n t and r a t i o n a l soul'. 
lie then takes up Nestorius' concept of the relationship of the Logos and the 
man as a voluntasry relationship of love and mutual giving, 'a relationship 
156 
that becomes so close that the one presents himself as the other. 1 But 
t h i s i s to deny that f o r Nestorius the prosopon has any metaphysical content 
whatever, a curious position f o r any F i f t h Century Christologian to maintain. 
He f i n d s an a n t i c i p a t i o n i n Nestorius of the views of a colleague of h i s 
own, Dr. Martin Kahler, a colleague, who thought i t 'a vain attempt to combine 
two independent beings or two persons i n an individual l i f e ' . The union 
would only become i n t e l l i g i b l e ' i f understood as a r e c i p r o c i t y of two personal 
aotions, v i z . a creative action on the part of the e t e r n a l Godhead and a 
157 
receiving aotion on the part of the developing manhood.' 
Loofs completes the equation of Amtiochene theology with h i s contemp-
oraries at the end of h i s t h e s i s , by suggesting that only when 'popular 
mythological views' are removed, w i l l i t be possible to arrive a t an uncle r -
standing of the Johannine o Aoyoj a-dp? t y t v A & r o 'which i s i n harmony with 
159 
the N.T. and avoids theological and r a t i o n a l i m p o s s i b i l i t i e s . ' 
When we turn to the essay by Hodgson at the end of 'The Bazaar of 
140 
Heracleides', we f i n d a rather different view. He takes the idea of 
moral i d e n t i t y of w i l l i n Jesus C h r i s t , and says i t .would only be s a t i s f a c t o r y 
i f ' w i l l ' was l i n k e d with o^cn.* and Nestorius never did that. Hodgson 
believes that Nestorius did put f o r t h a metaphysical theory l i k e the other 
Fathers. 
152. 
Nestorius has no form p r e c i s e l y the same as our 'person', hut the nearest 
equivalent following the Cappadocian athers was 'hypostasis', and t h i s i s what 
C y r i l m*ant by h i s hypostatic union. Nestorius usually used hypostasis i n the 
old s»nse as equivalent to ousia, though i n a few passages we see he knew and 
141 
even accepted the new usage. However he preferred the idea of prosopic 
union, and Hodgson says h i s argument r e s t s on two p r i n c i p l e s : the divine, and 
J;' / 142 human oOCTare t o t a l l y divorced, and one cannot become the other; and 
the union must be voluntary. 
Hodgson shows that Nestorius considered three kinds of unity. I t cannot be 
7' / 
I l k * the union of the persons of the T r i n i t y f o r t h e i r overare two and not 
144 
one. I t cannot be a unity l i k e that, of body and soul f o r that i s not 
145 
voluntary, and are incomplete things incapable of separation. So he opts 
146 
f o r prosopon, and s~ems to use the three terms, ousia, physis and prosopon 
as i f they were a l l on the sam- l e v e l . I f Nestorius 1 metaphysis can be 
analysed into these three, what was l e f t f o r prosopon? 
Hodgson quotes Loofs who f e l t that f o r Nestorius prosopon meant j u s t 
'external undivided appearance', but f e e l s - t h a t f o r Nestorius the term had a 
wider application more akin to our term 'person'. I n h i s view t h i s makes an 
i n t e l l i g i b l e and coherent Christology as i s borne out by the Treatise of Hera-
147 
c l e i d e s . So he sees i n Nestorius a t h r e e - t i e r metaphysic, almost l i k e three 
concentric c i r c l e s - the smallest i s the ousia, the middle one physis, the outer 
one prosopon. As applied to.Christ, Godhead and Manhood have two t o t a l l y 
a n t i t h e t i c a l W V L U I , therefore there must be two (putre^ each with i t s own set 
of idiomata, and.so the union cannot take place at these l e v e l s . But neither 
would b<> complete without i t s own prosopon, and so f a r he has ended, up with 
a doctrine of Huio Sons. But two things d i f f e r e n t i n ousia and physis can be 
i d - n t i c a l i n appearance - two i d e n t i c a l appearances overlap, and so there i s 
148 
union without e i t h e r ceasing to be i t s e l f . This might appear unsatisfactory 
but Hodgson claims that prosopon i s more than appearance and therefore prosopic 
union i s r e a l union. 
Therefore i t appears to Hodgson that Nestorius taught more than moral 
union and he l i n k s i t with h i s view of Nestorius' metaphysic: 'to have the 
149 
prosopon of God i s to w i l l what God w i l l s . ' Hodgson also r e f e r s to other 
150 
passages which might suggest t h i s interpretation. There, are also passages 
of great significance i n which the object of the sharing of the prosopa i s s a i d 
151 
to be the manifestation. He f e e l s that we must not object to Nestorius' 
1S3. 
system because of i t s s i m p l i c i t y , and he f e e l s Loofs has made i t appear unduly 
complicated, though he admits the' acute subtlety of thought. 
But Hodgson admits the-basic objection s t i l l remains: two things which 
look a l i k * ar» not r e a l l y one. He elaborates h i s analysis without r e a l l y 
improving i t . The Christology of Nestorius i s only possible when h i s m»tap by s i c 
has b-com° thoroughly a r t i f i c i a l . His system r e a l l y f a i l s because of h i s 
natural conception of th« complete and eternal a n t i t h e s i s between Godhead and 
152 •' 
?aanhood. Hodgson suggests that the difference between C y r i l and N.storius 
i s that while Nestorius was consistent throughout and h i s theory a b r i l l i a n t 
( i f unsuccessful) attempt to solve the problem on the basis of a p r i n c i p l e 
which makes i t insoluble, C y r i l ! s greatness l i e s i n h i s inconsistency. He 
preferred the truth to the system and by h i s self-contradiction he l e f t room 
f o r further development i n the future. 
We may wonder whether Hodgson's view of Nestorius' t h r e e - t i e r metaphysic 
i s correct. S c i p i o n i thinks rather of a.series of l o g i c a l thrusts at a single 
e n t i t y , the same thing looked at from three d i f f e r e n t view-points. We may 
also wonder wheth~r 'hypostasis' f i t s i n . Nestorius usually avoids it.because 
C y r i l used i t , but other-Antiochenes l i k e Theodoret and F l a v i a n employed i t . 
H> recognised that i t need not be i d e n t i f i e d with ousia, but reduces unity 
i n prosopon to a mutuality of prosopa. This i s i n s u f f i c i e n t . 
155 
Wo now examine G r i l l m e i e r who uses the work of S c i p i o n i with some 
reservations. The problem i s that prosopon occurs under the heading of terms 
expressing, both duality and unity. G r i l l m e i e r contends that prosopon has a 
f a r l e s s r e s t r i c t e d meaning than e i t h e r Loofs or Hodgson presuppose. Terms l i k e 
'image' and ' l i k e n e s s 1 , the 'prosopon of revelation', the contrast between 
'visible'.and ' i n v i s i b l e ' , indicate that Loofs and Hodgson are not wrong to 
include 'external undivided appearance', but unlike Loofs, Hodgson interprets 
t h i s ontologically. 
There i s however a much wider range or rather content to the term. I t 
i s obviously c l o s e l y r e l a t e d to ' w i l l ' , whether as ground or as consequence, 
but there s~ems to be,_at l e a s t on occasions, a greater 'property content' as 
154 
w e l l . G-rillmeier accepts the clue-which Sci p i o n i provides from Stoic l o g i c . 
Scipioni accepts that t h i s knowledge i s mediated through Nestorius' f a m i l i a r i t y 
155 
of the Cappacdocian Fathers rather than the Stoic sources d i r e c t l y . This 
concept represents a progress from the completely indeterminate to the precise 
or f u l l y det-rminate. ^he l a s t two stages i n Stoic thought represent the 
154. 
d i s t i n c t i o n between the Universal and the P a r t i c u l a r , between 'man' as a 
species, and t h i s , p a r t i c u l a r , named man. Obviously there must be 
considerable overlap of content between the Universal and the P a r t i c u l a r ; 
but the l a t t e r provides the f i n a l goal of l o g i c a l determination. 
Nestorius has a d i s t i n c t leaning towards the concrete and the 
p a r t i c u l a r . The natural prosopon i s the unive r s a l . Godhead and manhood 
156 
would be incomplete without t h e i r respective prosopa. The prosopon of 
ugion or the common prosopon represents the f i n a l determination of the 
concrete, h i s t o r i c a l person of Jesus C h r i s t , the 'additive subject 1 as 
157 
Grillmeier describes him, that i s a viable subject formed by the union of 
two e x i s t i n g subjects. 
There i s of course no f a t a l l o g i c a l leap between universal 'horsiness 1 
and 'Snow Night* as the.Derby Winner, 1974. But Nestorius has to make a 
daring l o g i c a l leap here, f o r granted that Godhead and manhood have t h e i r 
respective prosppa, what guarantee i s there that Nestorius could land s a f e l y 
when i t i s a question of these two disparate and diverse, natural prosopa 
uniting to form an additive subject? Thus Gr i l l m e i e r speaks of Nestorius as 
158 
jumping over h i s own shadow atthe c r i t i c a l point. 
The idea of 'unity i n prosopon' was defined quite c l e a r l y as a 
159 
formula i n the Book of Hgracleides: 
' so also concerning C h r i s t : when we speak of the prosopon, we say that the 
Son of God i s adored, concerning also the f l e s h as united with him; but i n 
discussing the natures and speaking of two natures, we say that the humanity 
i s adored with the d i v i n i t y which i s united with i t . 1 
160 
I t i s t h i s which he c a l l s the .'common prosopon of our Lord Jesus C h r i s t 1 . 
161 
He i s quite c l e a r at^what l e v e l t h i s unity i s reached: 
'When he ( C h r i s t ) speaks as from h i s own prosopon (he does so) by one prosopon 
which appertains to the union of the natures and not to one hypostasis or (one) 
nature.* 
But by reversing the T r i n i t a r i a n formula Nestorius shows that he i s 
162 
seeking to make definitions within an orthodox framework: 'as i n the 
T r i n i t y , (there i s ) one ousia of three prosopa, but three prosopa of one 
ousiaj here (there i s ) one prosopon of two ousias and two ousias of one 
prosopon. There the prosopa e x i s t now without ousia, nor here again does the 
135 
ousia e x i s t without a prosopon, nor also the nature without prosopon, nor 
yet the prosopon without nature* For of the prosopon of the one ousia and 
not of another the other ousia makes use i n the same manner cn account of 
the union. As Nestorius himself sees t h i s i s a development of.a theme 
touched upon by the Cappadocian Fathers* 
On!one occasion he does i d e n t i f y hypostasis.with prosopon but t h i s 
165 
was unusual. More usual i s h i s demand of C y r i l to explain what he means 
164 
by h i s terms. Probably Nestorius did not reach what C y r i l meant by 
hypostatic union (unity of the one su b j e c t ) . This i s uncertain f o r we 
cannot be sure whether or how C y r i l distinguished hypostatic from natural 
union. When Nestorius rephrased hypostatic union by prosopic union he r e -
placed what f o r him was u n i n t e l l i g i b l e by what f o r him again was c l e a r and 
orthodox. Cert a i n l y C y r i l meant to provide a unity of subject by h i s means. 
So did Nestorius by means of the prosopic union, but he was content with what 
Gril l m e i e r c a l l e d the 'additive subject'. We must question whether or not 
t h i s i s a r e a l subject. Had he gone further to make the prosopon and the -
hypostasis r e a l l y equivalent he would have gone a long way indeed. But the 
irony i s that he was probably nearer to t h i s p o s i t i o n i n the writings con-
tained i n the Nestoriana than l a t e r . 
We can be mors precise on 'the common prosopon of our Lord Jesus 
165 
Ch r i s t * • _ Each-nature has i t s own hypostasis ( r e a l i t y ) and prosopon 
(appearance), but each makes use of the prosopon of the other nature, and 
166 
therefore there i s one prosopon of union. *(There i s ) one prosopon which 
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belongs to the natures and to the prosopa 1. This i s achieved i n two ways: 
a) by the compensation of prosopa; b) by the 'perichoresis' of the prosopa. 
Nestorius defined the Incarnation as 'the mutual use of giving and 
169 
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taking' . We must therefore consider h i s use of the interchange of the 
prosopa, which was l a r g e l y based on the w e l l used passage Philippians 2.5-11. 
I n h i s exegesis the Logos showed himself i n the 'form* of a servant, and the 
man i n the 'form' of God. 
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The thought i s expressed i n t h i s l u c i d passage: 
'But i n the prosopa of the union, the one i n the other, neither by diminution 
nor by suppresion nor by confusion i s t h i s "one" conceived, but by taking and 
by giving, and by the use of the union of the one with the other, the prosopa 
take and give one another but not the ousias.' 
156. 
We may compare t h i s with C y r i l ' s explanation i n terms of the ousias, but 
Nestorius accuses him: 'thou takest away the compensation from the union 
171 
of the two ousias.* 
- i 
Nestorius takes the B i b l i c a l passage Philippians 2.5-11 and extracts 
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the expressions 'form of Cod' and 'form of a servant', . where i t seems that 
•form of a servant' i s equivalent to ' v i s i b l e i n the f l e s h ' or 'taken upon 
himself the.prosopon of th* poor'. We must examine some of the references: 
'And he i s both God and man, and the likeness of God i n condescension 
and i n kenosis and i n schema, (and) the likeness of the f l e s h as man; and the 
man i s by exal t a t i o n what God i s , through the name which i s above a l l names. 
Consequently i n the kenosis he humbled himself unto death, even death upon the 
cross, i n that he made use of the prosopon of idn who died and was c r u c i f i e d 
as h i s own prosopon, and i n h i s own prosopon he made use of the things which 
appertained unto him who died and was c r u c i f i e d and was exalted. 
'For (to have) the prosopon of God i s to w i l l what God w i l l s , whose 
prosopon he has. 
'For i t i s not (the f a c t ) that the image i s h i s being, but what on 
th-* other hand the very image and prosopon (a r e ) the humanity of the d i v i n i t y 
and the d i v i n i t y of the humanity. Th= prosopon of him who i s conceived, who 
was i n the likeness and i n the similtude of God took the likeness of a servant, 
and i n schema was found as a man i n him who appeared. And he who appeared 
( i s considered) as representing him who i s conceived as touching the prosopon 
and thy name which i s above, a l l names and honour and glory and adoration.' 175 
'He took the likeness of a servant; and th« likeness of the servant 
was not the ousia of a man, but be who took i t made i t ( h i s ) l i k e n e s s and h i s 
prosopon.... For the nature he took not for himself but the l i k e n e s s , the 
likeness and the schema of man, i n a l l things which indicate the prosopon... 
'But he suffered not these things i n h i s nature but made use therein 
of him who suffers n a t u r a l l y i n h i s schema and i n h i s prosopon i n order that he 
might give him by grace i n h i s prosopon a name which i s more excellent than a l l 
names...• 
'For t h i s reason the properties of the two natures benefit also one 
prosopon, not (that) of the ousia of God the Word. And the prosopon i s not 
i n th« ousia, f o r i t i s not i n the ousia of God the Word, nor i s i t the 
prosopon of the union of the natures which have b°°n united.... 
'For t h i s reason the Apostle l a y s down the prosopon of the union and 
next the things where from the union r e s u l t s . He says f i r s t the like n e s s of 
God, which i s the similtude of God and next i t took the likeness of a servant, 
not the ousia nor. the nature but the schema and the prosopon i n order that he 
might participate i n the likeness of a servant, and that the likeness of the 
servant might participate i n the likeness of God, so that of necessity there 
might be one prosopon, so that i t i s the one by ousia and the other by union 
i n respect to the humiliation and to the exaltation.' 
So Nestorius asserted that God was i n the prosopon of man but not i n 
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th- nature ox" man. I n oth«r words.the 'countenance' i s a unifying concept, 
because the whole, though i n two natures, i s seen as one C h r i s t , the divine i n 
175 
human form. He used the analogy of the two eyes on a face, so that a l -
though th= eyas are part of the whole and complete i n themselves,yet they do 
not make up the whole face or countenance 
137. 
Everything i n a concrete Doing over and above the physis i s found i n 
th- prosopon, including w i l l , c h a r a c t e r i s t i c properties ( L^s-c^p-ot-rot. ) t 
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177 physical appearance and moral attitude. The prosopon i s the basis on which the unity of C h r i s t i s revealed:-
'The Divin~"Logos was, no£,one and another (<***°.r KOU. <*.*AO$ J the man i n 
whom he came to be (^^ £ y&y o^e v/ ) . Rather, one was the prosopon of 
both i n dignity and honour, worshipped by a l l creation, and i n no way and no 
time divided by otherness of purpose and w i l l . 
'The two natures have one Lordship (<xu>0fcv/-r<-,*. ) and one power (S"Jv«*^i$ ) or 
might ( Su*<*<n-eL<< ) and one prosopon i n the one dignity ( * | \ i * ) and i n the 
same honour (-n- ).» 
So the prosopon of the Logos used the prosopon of C h r i s t 1 s manhood. 
This contrast between the v i s i b l e and the i n v i s i b l e i s a frequent idea i n 
178 
Nestorius. But i t i s not the 'prosopon of revelation' as seen i n Ps. 
Nostorius and t h e l a t e r Ne'storian writings. There i s more.stress on the 
tffc\/to<r'5 than on the tiTty*** L«. . Yet the active constituent of t h e Incar-
nation was God and the passive the man. I t i s not therefore j u s t a moral 
union £or Nestorius attempted-to l i n k i t to the ontological sphere. The 
prosopon has many q u a l i t i e s besides th« moral a t t r i b u t e s , but t h i s base does 
not include the physis as such. Each does however have i t s f u l l prosopon 
(ontological r e a l i t y ) and that i s why he used two prosopa at times and one 
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prosopon at other times. This remains h i s fundamental weakness, yet he 
had the c l e a r i n s i g h t that he must leave the physis of the man i n t a c t . 
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In f a c t he makes t h i s quite c l e a r : 
' i t was not therefore because I confessed not that C h r i s t himself - who i s also 
God, and none other than God th« Word, consubstantial - i s God, but because I 
confess that he. i s also man.' 
The man made use of the prosopon of God but Nestorius affirms that he i s not 
181 
d e f i e d hy nature. There i s a unity implied i n the interchange of prosopa 
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with t h e i r property content and he i s emphatic that the manhood had become 
the Son of God because of the Son united with i t . 
We are forced to ask whether unity has thereby b«en achieved. This 
i s doubtful i n view of the f a c t that he r e f e r s to two prosopa as w e l l as the 
prosopon of union. I t i s s i g n i f i c a n t that whereas i n the material c o l l e c t e d 
i n Nostoriana, Nestorius speaks only of one prosopon, i n the Treatise of 
Heraclidis he introduces and emphasises the mutuality. This i s unique to him 
138 
among the Antiochenes and casts some doubt on whether G r i l l m e i e r i s r i g h t 
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i n c a l l i n g him a moderate Antiochene. I f ha had kept to one prosopon 
he might w=ll have b~en nearer a solution thanwith the more complex and 
subtle theory which he sets out i n the T r e a t i s e . I t was because of t h i s 
that th» Council of Chalcedon excluded a l l t a l k of two prosopa, with i t s 
insistence on on* hypostasis and one prosopon. 
I t c e r t a i n l y seems that Nestorius had produced not a substantial -
union but rather a r a t i o n a l or s p i r i t u a l union achieved by the use of the 
184 
human soul of C h r i s t . This view presupposes and i s a s p e c i a l treatment 
of the human soul of C h r i s t considered as a theological factor ( i n 
Grillmeier's phrase)* I t appears to have been a voluntary union of love, 
but only because each revealed himself i n the form of the other. We must 
concede that h i s understanding of prosopon was different from ours, and according 
186 
to Loofs i t was t o t a l l y non-metaphysical. . Yet he r e a l i s e d that the Jesus 
C h r i s t of history was (and was seen to be) one person i n our sense of the 
187 
word. Loofs says: 
'This Jesus C h r i s t of history i s the beginning of a new humanity and at the same 
tim~ the personal revelation of God, and he i s the one because he i s the other.' 
But what of t h i s charge of Itwo persons'? Nestorius' object was to 
make sure that one of the two natures did not become eliminated by the union. 
But he was c e r t a i n i t was not a 'conjunction' of two persons - 'the manhood i s 
188 
the person of th» Godhead, and the Godhead i s the person of the manhood.1 
I t was rather a merging of personality which f o r him was not exposed to the 
charge of fusion or confusion. .This was the centre of union, and with both 
natures subject to the experiences of. .each other, there was s t i l l one subject. 
I t was a new Person ( C h r i s t ) who was formed, not a new divine-human nature. 
At l e a s t Nestorius was able to distinguish between 'nature' and 'person', and 
paved the way f o r a unity r i c h e r and l e s s mechanical than C y r i l ' s 'natural 
union.' 
There are two d i f f i c u l t i e s . F i r s t i t appears not to be a substantial 
union, but one which was only s u p e r f i c i a l ; and secondly, only a moral 
attitude i s involved (evu*i$ vXtTi K*M .). .3ut the union i s not j u s t an 
189 
external role as when an ambassador represents his. sender, f o r i t i s 
intended to r e s u l t i n something ontological. However the unity i s achieved 
190 
i n th- act of compensation i t s e l f . So he says: 
'So by the use of t h ^ i r prosopa as though they were, making use of t h e i r own 
authoritatively, the one i s the other and the other the on* and the other 
abiding j u s t as they are i n t h e i r natures. 
'And because also the prosopon of th=> one i s the other 1s and that of the other 
159. 
the one's, and the one(oomes) from the other and the other from the one, the 
w i l l belongs to each one of them.' 
I t was because of t h i s community of w i l l and honour that Nestorius 
was sometimes known as a Monothelite. The description i t s e l f i s in^exact 
since he p l a i n l y believed i n two w i l l s , those of God the Logos and the 
assumed man, however i d e n t i c a l their.scope and intention. We cannot avoid 
the conclusion that the union achieved by Nestorius i s only a moral and 
accidental union, except for the f a c t that the i n i t i a t i v e taken i n the 
191 
Incarnation was a Divine act and not a matter of the human w i l l . The 
'grasping* of the manhood as mentioned i n the Philippians passage i s part of 
192 
th« creative act by God of h i s 'temple' (the manhood). The corresponding 
side i s passive not ac t i v e : 'that which took' i s contrasted with 'that which 
195 
was taken'. The voluntary act i s from above, and C h r i s t i s therefore 
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the human freedom of C h r i s t i s important to Nestorius, hence h i s s t r e s s on 
194 
the (human) obedience of C h r i s t and the Second Adam pa r a l l e l i s m . This i s 
also true of h i s whole theory of redemption where the human obedience of 
C h r i s t - and Ps. Nestorius would add 'his vicarious obedience' - was v i t a l . 
There i s a sense i n which the humanity i s regarded as 'the junior partner' 
i n the work of Redemption. 
I f t h i s appeared to be an accidental union on the b a s i s of the same 
honour and worship, i t seemed to C y r i l that Nestorius was putting 'a man' 
alongside the Logos with only the bond of mutual love to hold them, and there-
fore something e l s e was needed. Nestorius f e l t he had provided t h i s something 
195 
with the idea of mutual compenetration: 
'We understand neither that which took nor that which was taken i n d i s t i n c t i o n 
but that which was taken i n -that which took.' 
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This Grillmeier. c a l l s 'perichoresis', the interpe n i t r a t i o n or 
'mutual inward hold' of the two natures. The term i t s e l f i s used by the 
Cappadocian Fathers of the inner r e l a t i o n s of the three Persons of the Holy 
T r i n i t y and the idea maybe part of the legacy of Nestorius from the Cappadocians. 
I t s t a r t s from Nestorius' p a r a l l e l i s m and contrast between T r i n i t a r i a n and 
197 
Ch r i s t o l o g i c a l terminology. I f t h i s was already noted by the Cappadocians, 
they never extended the idea of perichoresis to Christology. They were a f t e r 
a l l T r i n i t a r i a n theologians par excellence and t h e i r Christology i s not t h e i r 
strongest point. According to Gr i l l m e i e r Nestorius transferred t h i s 
T r i n i t a r i a n concept to the relationship between the two natures. I t i s h i s 
140. 
own suggestion and should Tie noted as such. . Some connection "between the 
Trinitarian perichoresis and mutuality and reciprocity of prosopa i s possible 
hut not proven. How far such a link serves Nestorius 1 need i s more 
questionable. 
Nestorius rejects the undue separation of the two component parts i n 
198 
his discussion of the analogy of the burning bush which C y r i l introduced. 
The lengths to which he was prepared to go i n order to show that he did not 
preach two Sons i s shown by the fact that at least on one occasion he used 
the term 'mixture* ( ^ p ^ ^ J )• I t i s a quotation from Gregory of Nazianzus, 
and is.of course contrary to a l l his usual tendencies and he never explains 
precisely what he v^eant by i t . Perhaps i t i s best understood as heavily i n 
inverted commas, a word borrowed from his source rather than selected 
deliberately by himself. 
So Nestorius made his attempt to effect a union with a term which he 
had already employed to stress the duality of Christ's natures. In conclusion 
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to the section, we may note remarks-made by Professor Turner on the subject: 
'Thus an element of diversity has been imported even into the bond of union 
i t s e l f and th=» f i n a l formula might be described as one prosopon i n two prosopa 
or two prosopa combining in one prosopon. That there i s a mutuality or 
reciprocity of the two prosopa of divinity and humanity i s the inference that 
can be drawn from many passages. There i s a giving and receiving of prosopon 
between the natures, by kenosis or humiliation on the one hand, and exaltation 
on the other. The prosopon of the humanity i s the divinity and vice versa. 
The prosopon of the one became the prosopon of the other so that the one i s the 
other and the other the one although they remain just as they are i n their 
natures. Each makes use of the prosopon of the other nature as i f i t were 
their own. There i s one prosopon i n two prosopa* I t i s obvious that for 
Cyril's communicatio idiomatum Nestorius has substituted a reciprocity or 
mutuality of prosopon.' 
And so our judgement i s that although Nestorius made a dynamic attempt 
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to create a sound Christology,as Prestige says: 'like his master Theodore, 
he could not bring within the framework of a single, clearly conceived 




We find a summary of Nestorius'position i n the section 'Concerning 
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the Faith' i n the Book of Heracleides. Here he reviews the various 
opposition theories and then gives his own exposition. In another seotion 
205 
he summarises his position i n relation to Cyri l ' s . 
I f V7e are to assess the orthodoxy of this we must judge i t by 
Chalcedon and not by Bp he s us. This was a compromise and we have already 
noted that he i s supposed to have agreed with the Chalcedonian Definition; 
certainly he accepted. the Formulary of Union ( 4 5 5 ) W h i l e rejecting 
the, 'out of two natures' formula of C y r i l , he could accept the 'of two 
natures' of the Formulary, though greatly preferring the superior precision 
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of his own 'in two natures' formula. Leo would have agreed. Loofs says: 
I t was a tragic feature i n the future of Nestorius, that.he had already been 
condemned, when the Council, whose creed he could have accepted, was held.' 
This statement i s of course modified by the historical factors up to the 
Fif t h Oecumenical Council (555). 
I t appears that he was personally sacrificed to provide a means of 
reconciliation between Antioch and Alexandria i n 455, a reconciliation which 
came to include the West i n 451. Y«t he was resisting the incipient Mono-
physitism of his time by defending the Manhood of Christ. He gave an ethical 
emphasis which safeguarded the moral principles of the Christology of the 
Church* 
F.Nau declared that Nestorius was orthodox because his writings were 
206 
so similar to those of Chalcedon. In complete contrast i t has been said: 
'the surprising result ( of the discovery of the Book of Heraoleides) i s to 
207 
make him appear less orthodox than before*' 
208 
I t has been said: 
' I f Nestorius and C y r i l could have been compelle d to discuss their differences 
calmly and to define their terms with precision, under th° supervision of a 
s t r i c t and impartial arbiter who could have kept them under control until they 
had explained themselves clearly, there i s l i t t l e doubt that they would have 
found themselves i n substantial agreement theologically, though separated toto 
caelo as far as the prestige of their respective archiepiscopal sees was 
concern-d.' 
142; 
But this i s wildly over-optimistic, and one would pity the arbiter. This 
seems to be a rather naive account of what Nestorius and Cy r i l really believed. 
In spite of what was said, the r i f t between their actual thought was as deep 
as the language appeared to mak° i t , and there was no patching over the cracks 
when a common terminology could be found* Chalc°don-served warning notices 
both on Cy r i l and Nestorius. To Cy r i l i t gave .the warning that he must 
distinguish physis and hypostasis (or his followers must). To Nestorius 
(or his followers) i t pointed a way-forward by identifying hypostasis (thus 
safeguarded) with pro sop on, and by excluding any talk about two prosopa* 
Q-rillmeier i s right that the f i r s t equation of terms would have helped 
Nestorius greatly; he does not notice the other point. 
Bethnne-Baker has.said: 
'We have seen that the ideas, for which Nestorius i n common with the whole 
school of Antioch contended, really won the day, as regards the doctrinal 
definitions of the Church; though Nestorius himself was sacrificed to "save 
the face" of the Alexandrines* The manhood of Christ was safeguarded, as 
distinct from the G-odhead: the union was l e f t an ineffable mystery. 
'The views against which Nestorius protested would have robbed us altogether 
of the historical Christ of the Gospels. Though inspired by the inevitable 
philosophical craving for unity, and the supreme desire of genuine piety to 
see i n the manhood of Christ the real deification of human, nature as an entity, 
they would have made of the Saviour of men a Person not really human,, and of 
Redemption a magical, instantaneous, rather than an ethical, gradual process. 
The possibility of an ethical valuation of His human l i f e and experiences was 
in large measure saved by the stand the Nestorians made*...' 
Again when we compare Cyr i l and Nestorius, G-rillmeier has said: 
'Chalcedon i s here, infact, the via media. Nestorius i s the more modern 
theologian, but he does not have the same religious force as his counterpart, 
who thinks i n more archiac terms* Chalcedon takes over from C y r i l and from the 
whole tradition of th* one Christ, but dares to stress the distinction i n Mm 
more strongly*, as did the Antiochenes.' 
Grillmeier says that Nestorius was a moderate Antiochene at the end of 
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the controversy as well as at the beginning* This seems a strange 
judgement i n the light of the point made by G-rillmeier himself concerning 
Nestorius' use of the mutuality and reciprocity of the prosopa* Though 
Nestorius' opponents divorced his words from their theological context and 
total Christological background, he cannot escape considerable criticism. 
Grillmeier attributes this to his fail u i e to understand and make use of the 
communicatio idiomatum* Certainly he objected to the misuses of i t which 
s<=>em»d_to lead to Arianism or Apollinarianism, but i t i s d i f f i c u l t to say this 
was th« cause as well as the occasion of the controversy. I f his notion of 
prosopon was as rich i n 'property content' as Grillmeier, following Scipioni, 
145. 
belieVPs, he seems to provide not less but more than the examples i n 
question needed. This i s the main point of disagreement with Grillmeier 1s 
judgement. Prestiges' view that the principal defect of Nestorius was a 
negative impotence of method seems nearer the mark. 
So Nestorius 1 concept of prosopic union fail e d to f u l f i l i t s 
objective. His union was s t i l l only the sum total of the component parts 
of Christ and remained so. There was no attempt to make the Logos the 
real personal subject.of the combined natures. Therefore reluctantly we 
have to record that Nestorius failed, and there i s l i t t l e to suggest i n the 
Book of Heracleides that later attempts to correct his earlier statements, 
whether by himself or another, did anything to strengthen his position. 
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APPENDIX: CHRISTOLOGY AND THE EUCHARIST 
When turning to Nestorius' doctrine of the Eucharist, i t soon becomes 
evident that, just as i n Christology, there are two basic schools of thought. 
These two streams correspond quite closely to the two r i v a l Christologies. 
The Monist or Logos-centred Christology corresponded to the metabolist tradition 
which believed i n a change i n the elements of bre ad and wine into the life-giving 
flesh and blood of the Logos. . A later but more sophisticated form of this 
type was the Medieval doctrine of 'transubstantiation'. 
Against this view the r i v a l Antiochene school i n line with i t s Christ-
ological dualism could argue on two lines, F i r s t , they could say that, granted 
there i s body and soul present, this must not be asoribed to God the Logos, but 
to the homo assumptus. This would avoid the same situation which they foresaw 
and disliked i n the use of the terms 1 Theotokos' and 'Deus Passus*. A second 
viewpoint within the main Dualist framework might have suggested that just as i n 
the Incarnate Lord there was a f u l l co-presence of Godhead and manhood, so i n the 
Eucharist there i s a f u l l co-presence of Body and bread, and Blood and wine. 
Both points of view i n the Dualist tradition were available to Nestorius 
and we must see what he said. There are sections concerned with this point 
both i n the early writings 1 and there i s also material by Ps.Nestorius and 
2 
Nestorius i n the Book of Heracleides. I t i s to these that we turn, bearing 
in mind Professor Chadwick's authoritative article on the subject. 
The material used i s based on an exegesis of the three main sacramental 
passages i n the Book of Heracleides. 
The f i r s t i s an explanation of Pauline passages, especially I Corinthians 
10-12. 'Sophronius' begins by saying that when the bread becomes body i t i s 
one not two, and i s not to be 'conceived* as i t was before, but as what i t has 
become, not what i t appears to be. Therefore i n Hebrews 10 there i s a warning 
against violating the sacred. I t follows the Son must have raised the human 
ousia to a level to be adored alongside himself. Nestorius refutes this by 
showing that what the writer meant when referring to men trampling underfoot the 
Son of God i s not immediately clear. He shows that the ousia of the flesh and 
blood of our Lord i s common - not that of the Word. He then shows from Hebrews 
11.1 ('For he who sanctifies and those who are sanctified are a l l of them one 1) 
that i t was because Christ was really man that he was able to redeem mankind. We 
4 
are one with Christ as one bread, one body. 
150. 
In the second passage he makes a nice point: ' I distinguish not the 
union of the natures hut the natures which are united i n reference to the ouBias, 
even as being without confusion of the one with the other.' 
But the most precise statement i s made in the third passage: 
'But that which i s i n the nature i s compulsorily that which the prosopon i s . 
For example, (in) what he says of the bread: " I t i s my body", he sayB not that 
the bread i s not bread and that his body i s not a body, but he has said 
demonstrably bread and body, which i s i n the ousia. But we are persuaded that 
the bread i s bread i n nature and i n ousia. Yet i n believing that the bread i s 
his body by faith and not by nature, he seeks to persuade us to believe i n that 
which exists not in ousia i n such wise that i t becomes this by f a i t h and not 
in ousia. I f i t i s (a question of the) ousia, what i s the faith worth? For he 
has not said: "Believe that the bread i s bread," because everyone who sees the 
bread i t s e l f knows that i t i s bread, nor further does he make i t to be believed 
that the body i s body; for i t i s seen and known of everyone. But i n that 
which i t i s not he requires us to believe that this i s (so), i n such wise that i t 
becomes this by faith to them that believe. Therefore i t i s not possible that 
the (properties residing) i n the ousia should be one thing and another, though 
i t exists not i n i t s own ousia, that they may become two and be alien;to one 
another i n the ousia. But he who therein suppresses the ousia therewith 
suppresses that too which i s conceived by faith.' 
So his doctrine, of the Eucharist i s closely connected with his 
Christology. A doctrine which did away with the ousia of bread and wine along-
side the Lord's Body and Blood was invalid. But Nestorius was not providing 
a sort of *consubstantiation' alongside Cyril's 'transubstantiation', for there 
seems to be no ontological change involved. I f a child of the Reformation be 
might have said the presence of Christ was dependent on the faith of the believer. 
However, he was making an attempt to ensure that just as i n his doctrine of the 
Person of Christ he determined not to remove the reality of the Incarnation, so 
too the 'material' elements of the sacrament were not to be eclipsed by the 
divine. 
1. Sermo I I I & IV, Nestoriana, pp.227-30; Frag. V I I I , ibid., pp.355-7. 
2. DrH., pp.28-55 (Ps.N), 254-6, 327-8. 
5. H.Chadwick, 'Eucharist and Christology i n the Nestorian Controversy', 
J.T.S. 2, pp.145-64. 
4. DrH,, pp.28-33 ( P B . N ) . 
5. DrH.', pp.254-6. 
6. DrH., pp.527-8. 
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